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This dissertation follows extant scale development practices to propose, develop, and
validate a measurement instrument for the family legacy orientation construct. Family legacy
orientation (FLO) is understood to be the shared intentions and preferences a family has
regarding the biological, social, and material components of the family legacy. The context of
the family firm is of specific interest to the dissertation. The dissertation builds and extends our
theoretical understanding of family legacy within the field of family business research. In doing
so, the dissertation explores many ideas presented by Hammond et al. (2016; p. 1209) who
emphasized the importance of the topic by stating “interest in the family’s pursuit of a legacy has
grown along with the widespread acknowledgment that controlling families value many nonfinancial and family-related outcomes, suggesting that family legacy can be a unique source of
motivation similar to socioemotional wealth (Chrisman, Chua, & Sharma, 2003; Miller, Steier, &
Le Breton-Miller, 2003; Jaffe & Lane, 2004; Zahra, 2005)”. In this dissertation, FLO is proposed
to influence intergenerational decision making and strategies.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
This dissertation develops legacy, a multi-level cross generational outcome associated
with social exchange processes. Legacy is defined as the enduring properties and influences
associated with momentary phenomena that are shared and transferred within specific networks.
This dissertation clarifies key definitions, expands upon the theoretical framework proferred by
Hammond, Pearson, and Holt (2016), and introduces new concepts and measures associated with
legacy for use in organizational research. In this dissertation, family legacy in the context of the
family firm is the primary phenomenon of interest. Family legacy is proposed to be the enduring
properties and influences of a family that continue through multi-generational exchanges of
material and abstract things associated with and shared by members of the same family. The
study of legacy and, thus, family legacy is inherently multi-level in nature where the inheritance
of rules and resources exchanged across generations via legacy instruments constrain and
condition the decisions and capabilities of groups across time (Hammond et al., 2016).
This dissertation follows extant scale development practices to propose, develop, and
validate a measurement instrument for the family legacy orientation construct. Family legacy
orientation (FLO) is understood to be the shared intentions and preferences a family has
regarding the biological, social, and material components of the family legacy. The context of
the family firm is of specific interest to the dissertation. The dissertation builds and extends our
theoretical understanding of family legacy within the field of family business research. In doing
1

so, the dissertation explores many ideas presented by Hammond et al. (2016; p. 1209) who
emphasized the importance of the topic by stating “interest in the family’s pursuit of a legacy has
grown along with the widespread acknowledgment that controlling families value many nonfinancial and family-related outcomes, suggesting that family legacy can be a unique source of
motivation similar to socioemotional wealth (Chrisman, Chua, & Sharma, 2003; Miller, Steier, &
Le Breton-Miller, 2003; Jaffe & Lane, 2004; Zahra, 2005)”. In this dissertation, FLO is proposed
to influence intergenerational decision making and strategies.
The concerns that family members have for the legacy of their family affects firm
behaviors by influencing the decision making processes of family members (Baker & Wiseman,
1998; García-Álvarez & López-Sintas, 2001; Aronoff, 2004; Sharma & Manikutty, 2005; Steen
& Welch, 2006; Lumpkin, Martin, & Vaughn, 2008; Salvato & Melin, 2008). The legacy
framework presented in this dissertation builds on and is supported by past research. For
example, entrepreneurial legacy was proposed and defined by Jaskiewicz, Combs, and Rau
(2015) as “the family’s rhetorical reconstruction of past entrepreneurial achievements or
resilience” (p.29). The conceptualization of entrepreneurial legacy supports the dissertation’s
argument that transgenerational exchanges between family members is a key component of
strategic decisions making within family firms. With a minor caveat, entrepreneurial legacy as
presented by Jaskiewicz and colleagues (2015) fits parsimoniously within the framework
presented in this dissertation. Specifically, the authors’ present entrepreneurial legacy as a
transgenerational exchange process and an antecedent to transgenerational entrepreneurship, a
notion that becomes problematic given the definition for legacy presented in this dissertation.
The current paper argues that legacy is the outcome of transgenerational exchange processes and,
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what Jaskiewicz et al. (2015) term entrepreneurial legacy could be considered an aspect of the
family’s social legacy with implications from and for the family’s material legacy.
Similar to other constructs (e.g., identity), family legacy is believed to interact with
contextual elements such as time, culture, and history (Stauffer, 2011; Thompson, Kellas, Soliz,
Thompson, Epp, & Schrodt, 2009) and may therefore have an influence on a family and the
family firm enduring beyond any single generation. It is proposed that identification with the
family is reinforced through social interactions amongst family members resulting in perceptual
commonalities, or a shared reality, for members of the family. The family legacy is a mechanism
whereby individual family members are able to validate their identities and gain “a confident
understanding of the world” (p.177; Echterhoff & Higgins, 2017; Hogg & Rinella, 2018)
aligning their inner states via social exchanges to a common referent (i.e., the family legacy).
With respect to research on family owned businesses, Hammond et al. (2016; p.2010)
highlight “that family legacy is a construct that family firm scholars often use under the pretense
that the term is fully understood and its conceptualization universally accepted (Chrisman, et al.,
2003; Miller, et al., 2003; Zahra, 2005)”. As a result, there exist a void regarding the meaning
and basic structure of family legacy in the family business literature. The vague
conceptualization of the family legacy construct is problematic in that “the conceptual ambiguity
makes it difficult to fully understand the pursuit of family legacy which, in turn, hinders the
theoretical development of family business research” (Hammond et al., 2016; p.1210) (e.g.,
Chua, Chrisman, & Steier, 2003). Recent research on legacy has recognized the need for a
unified theoretical legacy framework to further our understanding of this phenomenon
(Hammond et al., 2016). Unfortunately, definitions have been limited to describing the process
of transferring, building, and maintaining a legacy and do not address the “what is it?” question
3

(Hammond et al., 2016). Thus, the domain of legacy and the FLO construct remain largely
unspecified and should be addressed before appropriate measurement tools can be created. In this
study, the focus is on developing a measure of the family’s legacy orientation, capturing the
entire domain such that family specific legacy outcomes are considered.
The framework presented by Hammond et al. (2016) is a step forward, however, attempts
to operationally define, empirically capture, and test theoretical boundary conditions for the
constructs presented (i.e., FLO) remain absent from the literature. To address this gap, the
dissertation first argues that the pursuit of family legacy through specific strategies is primarily
driven by FLO and the use or pursuit of legacy artifacts by the family. Following extant research
(Hammond et al., 2016), this dissertation defines legacy artifacts as vehicles for transmitting
legacy that can be identified by the form of legacy that they transfer (i.e., social, biological, or
material). For example, a house may be an artifact of the family’s material legacy. Likewise, for
many families, sharing similarities in physical traits and hereditary composition with other
family members bonds the group and is considered important (e.g., having your mother’s facial
features may be a source of pride). Just as DNA and gene sequences represent examples of
specific biological artifacts, the specific stories that the family tell each other and history the
family members share serve as artifacts of their social legacy.
Building on the work of Hammond et al. (2016), this dissertation responds to calls for
research to propose operational definitions and develop assessment tools to measure constructs
important to family business research by developing and validating a scale for FLO that captures
the entire domain of the construct (Hammond et al., 2016; Rutherford & Kuratko, 2016; Pearson
et al., 2017). Resulting from the definitions, discussions, and theoretical review presented in
Chapters I and II, items capturing each of the three sub-domains accounted for by the FLO
4

construct are developed in Chapter III and empirically tested in Chapter IV. Prior to conducting
the empirical studies, the key concepts and theoretical precursors of the focal constructs (e.g.,
legacy and family legacy) were developed. The definitions of key terms to be used in the
dissertation and a general theoretical background for legacy within the extant research are
presented next.
1.1 Definitions of Key Terms and Theoretical Precursors
Defining and operationalizing the key construct of FLO began with Suddaby’s (2010)
essay on construct development in the field of management which lists three essential
components of a sound theoretical definition. First, the definition must capture the essential
properties of the construct. Secondly, circularity should be avoided. That is, a sound definition
does not introduce a tautology. The final component for a sound definition is that the definition
needs to be concise and parsimonious. Careful consideration was given to Suddaby’s essay
during the initial writing of the definitions used within this dissertation and again during each
phase of revision. The definitions of key terms presented in the following sections of the
dissertation introduce the theoretical foundations underlying the sharing, transferring, and
maintenance of family legacy and help to establish the boundary conditions of the family legacy
construct by providing an answer to the question “what is it?” Following the definitions of these
terms, the next section of the dissertation will focus on differentiating the family legacy construct
from other similar constructs. These steps are necessary for understanding FLO well enough to
satisfy Suddaby’s (2010) advice for creating sound theoretical definitions.

5

1.1.1 Legacy and Family Legacy
Legacy is the result of processes involving multi-generational social exchanges whereby
material and abstract objects are used to preserve and transfer legacy within an exchange
network. Legacy is defined as the enduring properties and influences associated with momentary
phenomena that are shared and transferred within specific networks. The essence of legacy is
inheritance and continuation of meaning. A legacy is resilient and is maintained through
continuous exchanges within and across generations of exchange partners in shared networks.
The legacy acts as a referent for individuals within the exchange network to validate their
identities and calibrate their internal states towards the commonality associated with engaging in
the legacy (Echterhoff & Higgins, 2017; Hogg & Rinella, 2018). As such, a legacy may be
maintained and shared between temporally distant exchange partners (Hammond et al., 2016;
Wade-Benzoni, 2006). For example, the actions of a family member can have a long-lasting
impact on how the family identity is shaped and the behavior of family members. One specific
example would be the case when farmland and the knowledge of how to farm the land is
transferred from generation to generation. In legacy exchanges there may be one or more party
that is only symbolically involved at the time of an exchange (e.g., stories about a deceased
relative used to transfer values). The longer the influence of a legacy endures, the more likely it
is that members of the exchange network are symbolically involved (e.g., individuals are the
biological legacies of countless actors no longer directly involved in exchanges).
A central component that has been discussed in many studies on legacy is the notion that
legacy involves something meaningful being transferred between actors (Hunter, 2008;
Hammond et al., 2016). The scope of what is being transferred consists of both tangible and
intangible objects. Therefore, it is argued that a definition of legacy needs to address the essential
6

property of transferring something meaningful and account for tangible and non-tangible legacy
artifacts. Consistent with the extant body of work, the exchange of artifacts may be fleeting, but
the influence of the exchange will be long lived or else it is not a legacy (Hammond et al., 2016).
Legacy endures beyond individual exchanges and will continue as it influences behavior and
intergenerational decision making (Wade-Benzoni, 2019).
While acknowledging their research was a step forward in our understanding of family
legacy, the recent definition for family legacy proposed by Hammond et al. (2016) failed to fully
incorporate the essential property of heritability in their definition. There are at least two
important reasons to consider heritability as the essential property of family legacy. First, the
artifacts that are used to transfer family legacy are identified by the type of legacy they transfer.
Therefore, understanding heritability at the artifact level is critical in determining the extent to
which family legacy can be and is transferred via specific artifacts. The second reason
heritability is important is that what and how properties of the family are transferred and
inherited via legacy artifacts enables researchers to more fully understand the degrees of
variation and unique factors associated with specific family legacies within a population. For
example, being a hard worker is a characteristic that most individuals in a population are likely
to agree is desirable and thus instilling the value in others remains a salient goal of humanity’s
social legacy. The specific stories, steps, and processes that a family associates with hard work
will vary thus allowing this specific aspect of a family legacy to be differentiated from the
legacies of other families. An examination of how the value is transferred and inherited amongst
family members within a specific family can help the family and researchers distinguish
differences between family and non-family businesses and could also uncover unique
heterogeneity within the population of family owned businesses.
7

Family legacy is defined as the enduring properties and influence of a family that
continue through the multi-generational exchanges of material and abstract objects associated
with and shared by members of the same family. In family legacy exchanges there may be one or
more party that is only symbolically involved at the time of an exchange (e.g., an inheritance of
property usually occurs after a family member has passed on). With few exceptions, discussions
on legacy within the field of family business neglect to explicitly state assumptions with regards
to whether legacy transference is viewed as an ongoing process or occurring as discrete events
(Hammond et al., 2016). Consistent with this dissertation, discussions on legacy being shared
and maintained at the level of the family indicate that family business scholars approach the
concept as a dynamic phenomenon, or ongoing process, with multiple generations of the family
being involved at any given time and transfers occurring between and amongst family members
with no predetermined path or direction of transfer.
The proposed definition for legacy satisfies Suddaby’s essential components of a sound
definition. First, the definition captures the essence of inheritance by defining legacy as the
sharing and transfer of influences. Secondly, the definition avoids the introduction of circular
logic by not including elements of the term, antecedents, or outcomes within the definition.
Lastly, care has been taken to present a definition for legacy that captures the essential elements
of the term in a concise and parsimonious way so that the definition includes and expands upon
previous research while maintaining a narrow focus as to avoid further convoluting our
understanding.
1.1.2 Forms of Legacy
Recognizing the need for a unified theoretical legacy framework, Hammond et al. (2016)
reviewed the existing work on legacy within family business research and identified three
8

emergent themes. Based on the themes that emerged from the literature, the authors’ proposed
that the family’s legacy concerns can be categorized into three forms of family legacy (i.e.,
social, biological, and material). The authors go on to state that families are likely to want and
pursue multiple types of legacy simultaneously, but it is likely they will be more inclined to
pursue one over the others given the option. The preference a family has or emphasis they place
on one legacy type over another is reflected in how FLO accounts for each of the sub-domains
(i.e., biological, material, social). The theoretical framework for classifying legacy is
generalizable to a multitude of domains, however an exhaustive discussion of legacy as it
pertains to human behavior in general is outside the scope of the current project. The concern of
this dissertation is on family legacy and developing the FLO scale for use within the specific
domain of family business research. Conforming to the framework presented by Hammond et al.
(2016) the current project recognizes and tests the theoretical framework consisting of three
specific forms of legacy (i.e. biological, material, and social). Each form of legacy is understood
to have unique characteristics that families, to varying extents, will find important and thus play
a significant role in influencing family member behavior towards their creation, acquisition,
preservation, and transfer.
1.1.2.1 Biological Family Legacy
Biological family legacy is defined as the enduring properties and influence of a family
that continue through the preservation, development, transfer, and exchanges of biological
objects (e.g., particular genes being passed down from generation to generation (Zacher et al.,
2011). The biological component is governed by natural laws of genetic heritability and
properties associated with organic living beings. The family’s biological legacy allows family
members to express and understand the qualities or particular characteristics that the family
9

deems relevant to its biological goals such as continuing the family through the creation of
offspring (Kenrick, Maner, Butner, Li, Becker, & Schaller, 2002; Maner et al., 2005).
1.1.2.2 Material Family Legacy
One form of legacy that has been discussed within the literature is material family legacy
(Hunter, 2008; Zacher, Rosing, & Freese, 2011; Zellweger, Kellermans, Chrisman, & Chua,
2012). Material family legacy is defined as the enduring properties and influence associated with
a family that is continued through the preservation, development, transfer, and exchanges of
physical, non-biological objects (e.g., the ownership of land being passed down from generation
to generation). A family’s material legacy is transferred through tangible objects owned and
maintained by members of a family. Material legacy objects may include land, money, property
deeds, legal patents, or other economic and/or non-living physical artifacts possessed by the
family.
1.1.2.3 Social Family Legacy
The third form of family legacy and perhaps the most discussed is the social legacy.
Social family legacy is defined as the enduring properties and influence of a family that continue
through the preservation, development, transfer, and exchanges of social influence (e.g., family
history is passed from generation to generation through stories). The family’s social legacy
consists of the family’s interpretations of their unique history as well as their perceptions on the
attitudes and beliefs held by others with regards to the family (Hunter, 2008; Zacher et al., 2011).
Preserving the family’s social legacy is a salient concern for most family members within and
outside of a family owned business. It is within the social legacy that emotional attachment to the
family and core beliefs are typically embedded and transferred between family members. The
10

desire to leave a lasting impression through the family’s belief systems and unique stories is a
primary motivation for developing and preserving a social legacy. The propensity and motivation
of a family to influence the family’s social legacy manifests itself in unique actions and
strategies within the context of a family owned business. The ability to project the family’s own
beliefs into the everyday environment of the firm allows the family business to create deeper and
longer lasting social ties not only with each other, but also with key stakeholders (Cennamo
Berrone, Cruz, & Gomez-Mejia, 2012; Gomez-Mejia, Haynes, Nunez-Nickel, & MoyanoFuentes, 2007).
1.1.3 Legacy Artifacts
Legacy artifacts are defined as the material and abstract objects used to create, preserve,
and transfer the family legacy. It is assumed that the pursuit and presence of these artifacts will
vary independently from generation to generation, meaning that the system of artifacts may
consist of stocks from all of the legacy forms (i.e., biological, material, social) or only a subset,
whether this is because of a purposeful choice or an environmental constraint (e.g., few or no
offspring limit the ability to preserve a family bloodline). Legacy artifacts are the vehicles for
transmitting legacy and can be grouped or classified by the primary form of legacy that they
transfer or preserve (e.g., a house as an artifact of the family’s material legacy, offspring are
artifacts of biological legacy, and stories about the family artifacts of social legacy). Legacy
artifacts do not explain the existence or essence of a legacy, but rather represent a medium by
which legacy information is coded and decoded over time by the people involved in the
exchanges.
Although legacy artifacts must be used for the transmission of legacy it is impossible to
comprehensively list the artifacts that could be involved in the transmission of a legacy across
11

time and within a population. It is impossible to list all possible legacy artifacts because there is
an infinite amount of potential artifacts available to use, the artifacts will vary across time and
within groups, and also the intrinsic and context specific nature that can be involved in creating
shared meanings associated with an object can be difficult to predict. Thus, as suggested by
Hammond et al. (2016), knowledge and understanding of legacy as a social phenomenon may
best be served by classifying legacy into the three forms based on the characteristics of the
artifacts used to transmit each. The three forms of legacy (i.e., social, biological, and material)
are represented by discrete yet interacting groupings (e.g., naming a child after an ancestor
combines social and biological) of legacy artifacts by which legacies are perpetuated (Hammond
et al., 2016).
Further expanding on the framework presented by Hammond et al. (2016) it is proposed
that, taken together, the existing legacy artifacts of all forms (i.e. material, biological, and social)
held and maintained by the family firm at a specific point in time represents its family legacy
mix. In the context of family owned businesses, the family legacy mix can be understood as the
functional legacy of the family firm. It is likely that specific legacy artifacts have been inherited
from past generations, are being held by the current generation, and will be passed to future
generations. Thus, an assumption of this paper is that the family legacy mix may consist of
legacy artifacts transferred from the past as well as artifacts generated by the current generation
through, for example, processes such as learning on the part of the family as members adapt to a
new context that previous generations did not face (Kellas, 2005; Koenig, 2002; Kraus, 2006).
As such, the family legacy mix can either constrain or enable the family’s ability to pursue their
preferred legacy strategies (Kellas, 2005; Koenig, 2002; Kraus, 2006).
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1.1.4 Family Legacy Orientation
Family legacy orientation (FLO) is understood to be the shared intentions and preferences
a family has regarding the biological, social, and material components of the family legacy. The
dissertation assumes that all family firms will be affected by the legacy orientations of the
families that own the firm. The dissertation builds on the assumptions presented by Hammond et
al. (2016; p.1209) and expand on their review of the literature in acknowledging that “the shared
intentions and preferences a family has toward its family legacy is often suggested as playing a
role in guiding family firm behavior, influencing family firm decision making, and establishing
both material wealth and values that may be passed down to future generations (Aronoff, 2004;
Baker & Wiseman, 1998; García-Álvarez & López-Sintas, 2001; Lumpkin, Martin, & Vaughn,
2008; Salvato & Melin, 2008; Sharma & Manikutty, 2005; Steen & Welch, 2006)”. Hammond et
al. (2016) further suggest that the family guiding coalition within a family firm will choose
strategies that enhance and preserve the family’s legacy based on their preferences for specific
forms of legacy – that is, the family will have a FLO that influences the pursuit of goals
associated with one of the sub-domains more than the others.
A strong FLO being reflected more heavily in one of the legacy forms than the others
would indicate a strong preference by the family for preserving or enhancing those aspects of the
family legacy via its strategic decision making. Likewise, high values reflected in all three subdomains suggests the family considers the pursuit of all three to be relatively equal in
importance. A critical argument of the dissertation is that all families will have, to a varying
extent, a desire to leave a legacy and that it is likely that a family may value leaving behind a
legacy of one form (i.e. biological, material, and social) more heavily than another depending on
their legacy goals at a given point in time. Therefore, to fully understand family owned
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businesses, the full scope of shared intentions and preferences that a family may have towards
the forms of family legacy need to be considered as these will likely influence their behavior.
Research that does not consider material, or economic priorities, along with the non-economic
goals of the family cannot gain a complete understanding of family firms.
The concern of the family to preserve or grow their legacy will likely be present
regardless of the decisions to be made whether economic or non-economic in nature. To the
extent this assumption is true, using a legacy perspective may prove to be a more powerful and
useful framework for researching family owned businesses than the current dominant research
paradigm which is the socioemotional wealth (SEW) perspective. The legacy concept allows for
examination and explanation of both economic and non-economic goals whereas the SEW
framework typically focuses solely on the non-economic aspects of family owned businesses.
The dissertation argues that the concepts associated with socioemotional wealth (SEW) may fit
within the framework of the legacy concept. Specifically, aspirations for maintaining a family
legacy precede the creation of a family business and are therefore not likely to be superseded by
SEW, or, “the collective set of nonfinancial utilities experienced by family owners” (GomezMejia, Patel, & Zellweger; 2018) but rather a family pursuing a legacy by creating a firm results
in SEW outcomes. As such, dimensions of SEW would mostly fall within the family’s social
legacy. From the legacy perspective presented in this dissertation, SEW is mostly nested within
the social legacy sub-domain and would not likely be the top priority of family firms with a
preference towards biological or material legacy goals. According to the SEW framework, the
social aspect of FLO would always be the preferred category.
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1.1.5 Theoretical Precursors of Legacy
There are several reasons that it may be most appropriate to view legacy at the group
level. First, a group level perspective acknowledges that multiple actors are necessary for legacy
and for a shared reality to exist. That is, legacy requires a shared perception of meaningfulness
associated with objects of transfer to exist between at least two actors. Likewise, sharing a reality
requires multiple actors to be involved or else it is not shared. Taken a step further, one can
reasonably assume that the shared perception of meaningfulness includes a desire to preserve the
legacy artifacts over time by continuing the transfer process. The desire will be shared and
reinforced through social processes associated with maintaining the shared reality. Therefore the
involvement of actors may be temporally distant, but the goals and behaviors associated with the
legacy should remain closely aligned amongst the group of individuals. Viewing legacy at the
group level also supports the notion that many legacy artifacts are understood to belong to a
collective whereby individual disbursements are often made with the good of the collective or
group legacy in mind (e.g., a parent leaves a family heirloom to the child that is perceived to be
the most responsible).
1.1.5.1 Social Exchange System
Generalized Exchange Systems (GES) are defined as systems of social exchanges
involving a norm of univocal reciprocity in which exchanges are indirectly completed through
group-level reciprocation. Generalized exchange norms are common in social groups that exhibit
cohesion and a shared cognitive schema among membership; common examples are family, kin,
or religious groups (Bearman, 1997; Holy, 1996; Long and Mathews, 2011). Systems of legacy
exchange are defined as exchange systems in which the interactions revolve around an element
of symbolic or temporally indirect exchange between exchange parties and are proposed as a
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specific type of GES. For example, an heirloom that continues to be passed down from person to
person over many generations maintains the symbolic involvement of every member in the chain
of exchanges. Legacy exchange systems not only play an important role in transgenerational
transfers of material wealth and social norms, but also allow for negotiation and affirmation of
the family’s identity as both individuals and as a group (Plager, 1999; Argote & Ingram, 2000;
Cabrera-Suárez, Saá-Pérez, & García-Almeida, 2001; Sirmon & Hitt, 2003; van Wijk, Jansen, &
Lyles, 2008).
1.1.5.2 Social Identity
Within social identity theory, an individual categorizes themselves with respect to a
group of which they are a member (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Stets &
Burke, 2000). The process of self-categorization then creates an in-group in which the individual
places their self and all other members of the focal group. Self-categorization also triggers a
process of social comparison amongst the in-group and salient out-groups, highlighting the
similarities among the in-group members and focusing on differences between the in-group and
particular out-group. This process creates stronger identification with the in-group and produces
a uniformity of perceptions and “sense of oneness with the group” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).
Ultimately, self-categorization engenders depersonalization, with individuals coming to define
themselves in terms of group characteristics, values, and building personal esteem on the
successes of the group.
1.1.5.3 Shared Realities
Echterhoff and Higgins note that “shared reality is defined as the experience of having in
common with others inner states about the world” (p. v, 2018). Having shared realities links
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individuals through the perceived commonality they have with each other’s inner states. A
shared reality provides reassurance of one’s own perceptions about the world through the
validation gained by interacting with others of the same mindset. Unlike shared schema, a shared
reality requires the communication partners to experience common feelings and judgements (i.e.
matching inner states) about the topic of focus (Echterhoff and Higgins, 2018). Attitudes and
beliefs about the world may be reinforced by how one reacts in specific situations bringing those
involved closer through their joint interpretation of appropriate behaviors. For a family, a shared
reality will emerge through dialogue and social interactions. When a family owns a business,
they will have a pre-existing shared reality pertaining to the family and also, the dissertation
argues, have a reality where the family business is the referent emerge as a result of the family’s
ownership and involvement in the business. It is also very likely that the two realities converge
for some family members (e.g., dominant coalition) to form a meta-reality where the family and
business overlap (Davis and Herrera, 1998). Pursuing a family legacy through firm strategies
may be one way that the reality is reinforced, and cohesion built amongst members of the family.
Thus, when considering legacy and shared realities it is necessary to consider the phenomena
from a group level of assessment.
1.1.5.4 Perceived Entitativity
Scholars have proposed that perceptions of entitativity associated with groups have a
significant influence on behavior. Considered to be a measure of perceived “groupness” or the
“essence” of a group, Hogg et al. (2007; p.136) define entitativity as “that property of a group,
resting on clear boundaries, internal homogeneity, social interaction, clear internal structure,
common goals, and common fate”. Through processes of self-categorization and
depersonalization within the group, members seek to reduce uncertainty and carry out self17

enhancement move towards a group member prototype (e.g., Hogg, 2000; Reid & Hogg, 2005).
A presumption of the dissertation, and common to most studies on the topic, families are
assumed to be perceived as high entitativity groups for most people (Castano, Yzerbyt, Paladino,
& Sacchi, 2002).
1.2 Statement of Research Purpose
The dissertation is seeking to answer three underlying research questions: (1) What is the
theoretical domain of the family legacy orientation construct? (2) What is an appropriate way to
measure the FLO construct and what are the appropriate steps for developing and empirically
validating a measure for FLO? (3) Is the proposed multi-factor structure of family legacy
orientation supported by the empirical validation of the proposed measurement model? To
answer these questions, an attempt has been made to validate a measurement tool for the FLO
construct first presented by Hammond et al. (2016). As there are no established scales that
measure FLO, a critical step must be to apply a rigorous approach to the theoretical development
of FLO so that a legitimate and appropriate measurement tool for FLO can then be developed.
Specifically, the current project will propose a theoretically grounded scale accounting for the
entire domain of the FLO construct such that each of the three factors of FLO (i.e. biological,
material, and social) are captured. For us to advance theory, as researchers, we must focus on
improving the rigor of our research methods. Specifically, there have been many calls for
researchers to address issues concerning construct measurement (Dean, Brandes, & Dharwadkar,
1998; Evert, Martin, McLeod, & Payne, 2016) and the challenges that come with developing
appropriate measurement tools for latent variables (Churchill, 1979; Suddaby, 2010). To develop
a valid measure, the content domain of the constructs must first be specified. As part of the
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domain specification process, the current study examines how the concept of legacy has been
conceptualized within other studies.
Guided by the domain specification, a pool of items that are believed to accurately
capture each of the three factors of FLO have been systematically developed and then presented
to a group of subject matter experts for review. After making the appropriate revisions based on
the experts’ feedback, the items were then tested empirically to determine the extent to which the
proposed pool of items measure the construct domain and additional scale refinements are made.
The study then examines and presents the findings on the extent to which the proposed
measurement instruments produce meaningful results that are predicted from theoretical
hypotheses. Empirical evaluations and preliminary examination of the validity and reliability of
the scales developed in the proposed studies were conducted using SPSS version 26 and Stata
version 16. A confirmatory factor analytic approach and SEM was used to further test and report
the validity of the scale and the appropriateness of the model.
1.3 Significance of Study
The framework presented by Hammond et al. (2016) is a step forward but attempts to
operationally define, empirically capture, and test theoretical boundary conditions for the
constructs presented (i.e., legacy orientation) remain absent from the literature. Thus, the primary
purpose of this dissertation is to further theory development and refinement of a legacy
perspective through a multi-level theoretical approach that explores the precursors of and then
further examines the group level family legacy construct by developing and empirically
validating a scale for measuring FLO. Specifically, the dissertation proposes, conducts, and
presents the results of the scale development process resulting in a three-factor measure for FLO.
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In doing so, the dissertation also offers a tentative theoretical model of the processes involved in
transferring, building, and maintaining family legacy.
A gap in the extant literature provides an opportunity to contribute to the field through
the development of an empirical measurement tool for FLO. In exploring the research gap, the
current project attempts to make several significant contributions. First, the research will add to
the existing knowledge of legacy by answering calls for the development of measurement tools
that capture FLO (Hammond et al., 2016; Rutherford & Kuratko, 2016). Valid and reliable
measurement tools for FLO will allow researchers to begin the theoretical testing of the legacy
perspective within the specific context of family firms. For example, theoretically grounded,
well-defined, and measurable conceptualizations for the factors of FLO may provide researchers
with a unique lens with which to examine multigenerational bonds and various outcomes of
relationships such as shared values and culture, shared memory, and shared meaning (Zerubavel,
1996; Bengston, 2001; García-Álvarez & López-Sintas, 2001; Sharma & Manikutty, 2005). A
deeper understanding of FLO may provide researchers and family managers alike additional
insights into how family firms can maintain a competitive advantage over their non-family
counterparts (Barney, 1991; Sharma & Manikutty, 2005, Zellweger & Astrachan, 2008).
Validating a measurement tool for FLO that accounts for the entire scope of the construct and
captures each of the factors of FLO is necessary for the advancement of the legacy perspective.
Further, empirical support will allow researchers to categorize the shared intentions and
preferences a family has towards its legacy and predict specific strategies of family firms based
on their legacy orientations.
Second, a careful review of the literature will provide support for a measurement model
that is proposed as being appropriate for capturing FLO. Thus, the current manuscript examines
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an alternative approach to testing FLO which was not explicitly considered by Hammond et al.
(2016) and allows for the testing of theory by examining the underlying structure of the
construct. By emphasizing proper construct definitions and empirical model specification, the
current project aids in theory development by providing coherent arguments for how researchers
should approach the measurement of FLO to avoid drawing inaccurate conclusions when
interpreting empirical results.
An operational definition for FLO strengthens and extends our ability to theorize and
empirically test specific relationships associated with a legacy perspective. For example
measurement tools allow researchers to empirically investigate how a family’s legacy orientation
can impact strategic decision making and subsequent economic and non-financial concerns,
exposing unique facets of the family and unseen challenges that may further differentiate family
firms from non-family firms as well as help us differentiate family firms from one another
(Zellweger et al., 2012). Furthermore, the current project is the first study to empirically
investigate the family legacy orientation construct as presented by Hammond et al. (2016). A
scale for the FLO construct and sub-scales for the factors of FLO will allow direct tests of
several hypotheses important to the field of research on family firm. For example, researchers
can use the FLO measurement to examine the extent to which the goals toward the family legacy
will shape the scale and scope of family firms.
Nearly every mention of legacy within the research on family businesses focuses
specifically on various aspects or portions of the process of legacy and family legacy.
Discussions focus on explaining why people are motivated to pass things on, how the transfers
occur, and even the cognitive states that may be necessary for someone to be motivated to leave
a legacy, however, to date there has been little offered in the way of a comprehensive model of
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how the process of transferring, building, and maintaining legacy occurs. The current work
provides a first approximation of the theoretical precursors that are likely involved in
conditioning and constraining the legacy construct.
1.4 Research Approach
Much of the research to follow will focus on the influence of family legacy within the
specific context of family owned businesses. The current project explicitly acknowledges that
every family can be expected to have a family legacy and even preferences related to specific
forms of family legacy (i.e., family legacy orientation). It is assumed, however, that the influence
of a family legacy is likely to be dependent on factors such as characteristics specific to each
family, the environment and context of the family. Therefore, the ability of any family to
operationalize their legacy goals and be active participants in the management of the family
legacy is largely constrained by their ability to manipulate their environment. The dissertation
argues that a family business provides a specific context for which researchers should expect to
observe a higher level and broader scope of family legacy related behaviors. Ownership and
management of the firm enables the family to pursue their family’s legacy related goals by
having a higher degree of control over their environment via the organization. The firm itself
could be considered an aspect of the family legacy. However, it may be more appropriate to view
the family business as a mechanism used in the preservation, transfer, and pursuit of family
legacy rather than a discrete artifact of the family’s legacy.
1.5 Chapter Summary and Outline of Study
In the current chapter a gap in our understanding of the influence that legacy has on
families within family firm contexts is presented. Key definitions associated with family legacy
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(e.g., family legacy orientation) have been presented and proposed to influence the strategies of
family owned businesses through the creation, communication, and maintenance of shared
realities. It is very likely that the relationships proposed would be the same for nearly any
strategic decision. The concern for the dominant coalition to preserve or grow the family legacy
will be present regardless of the decision to be made. To this extent, using a legacy perspective
may prove to be a more powerful and useful concept than socioemotional wealth for testing
theory regarding unique characteristics of family firms. For example, the legacy concept allows
for the examination and explanation of both economic and non-economic goal pursuits. The
concepts associated with socioemotional wealth may fit within the framework of the legacy
concept.
The current chapter has examined the extant literature on family legacy and provided an
expanded view of the construct’s dimensions and uses as well as an overview of its theoretical
precursors. Legacy orientation has been proposed to play a significant role in the strategies of
family firms. Three specific forms of legacy were discussed and defined as they relate to the
family legacy in a family firm. Lacking empirical validation at this time, the forms of family
legacy (i.e. biological, material, and social) remain speculative and Chapter III of this
dissertation will focus on the design of accurate and valid measurements so that theoretical
propositions may be tested.
Providing a sound and logical theoretical justification for how a higher-order construct
will be measured is absolutely necessary or else the field may become convoluted with spurious
results and false claims. Therefore, this chapter has attempted to further explore the concepts
associated with family legacy and provide future researchers with additional specificity so that
the family business literature may benefit from the appropriate development of measurement
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tools. The understanding that clear and theoretically grounded construct definitions are necessary
for successful theory-building is beyond question.
Most, if not all, social scientists would agree that in order to develop measurement tools
with sound psychometric properties, researchers must first have a clear understanding of the
boundary conditions associated with particular construct(s) of interest (Churchill & Peter, 1984;
Diamantopoulous & Winklhoffer, 2001; Johnson, Rosen, and Djurdjevic, 2012). However it
seems that a growing popularity of higher-order multidimensional constructs (e.g.,
socioemotional wealth) along with the availability of “user friendly” programs for structural
equation modeling (e.g., AMOS) may be creating a situation where neglecting to present sound
theoretical justifications for a specified model is acceptable so long as the model seems
adequately complex. The next chapter, Chapter II, will continue the theoretical development of
family legacy with a review of the relevant literature and proposal of the theoretical model
showing the process of family legacy. Following Chapter II, Chapter III will be focused on
exploring the major considerations and concerns associated with designing measurement tools
for the forms of legacy orientation resulting in the proposal of items argued to be appropriate for
capturing family legacy orientation. The proposed items for legacy orientation will then be pilot
tested and refined. The remaining items will be tested, and the scale examined for evidence to
support the validity and reliability of the proposed measurement tool.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this chapter is to review the relevant literature regarding legacy in the
study of intergenerational exchanges, specifically to review and understand the evolution of
thought regarding the continuation of influences through the cross-generational process of
leaving and receiving inheritances. As a general phenomenon in social science research, the
dissertation considers the scope of inheritance to include concrete examples (e.g., land) and
abstract representations (e.g., family identity). With the above scope of inheritance in mind, the
first step in gaining a deeper understanding of family legacy is to review the literature and
understand how researchers have conceptualized the construct of legacy. A synthesis of the
literature from the fields of family social psychology, narratology, general organizational studies,
and specific research on family businesses is necessary for understanding the theoretical
background needed to conceptualize family legacy and measure FLO.
Chapter II of this dissertation will review individual and group level theories to explain
the development of the legacy notion and its function in families and their legacy orientations.
Following that, will be a discussion of the processes at work in family legacy and family legacy
orientation at the group level. Chapter II will conclude with a discussion of family legacy
orientation as it pertains to current and future family business research
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2.1 Multilevel Theoretical Precursors of Legacy
While the primary focus in subsequent sections of this dissertation is on family legacy
and family legacy orientation, it is important to clarify and acknowledge that legacy can be
observed and researched as a multilevel construct with influences emerging from the individual
level (e.g., the family firm’s founder) as well as at the group level (e.g., the family; Hammond et
al., 2016; Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). Therefore, this dissertation proposes a model of the
underlying processes at work in the sharing, transferring, and maintenance of family legacy. The
dissertation proposes a model of the dynamic interactions that is both social constructionist (e.g.,
Berger and Luckman, 1967) and social constructivist (e.g., Piaget, 1999). The model is
constructionist in that social reality is presented as a creation of individual and group
participation. The model is also constructivist in that it recognizes the individual level acquisition
of knowledge, creation of meaning, and development of schema within specific contexts (Long
and Mathews, 2011). The combined approach for explaining legacy and legacy orientation
necessitates a multilevel conceptual model in which both the individual and group environments
are considered.
The dissertation’s analytical assumptions are built on well-established and commonly
accepted arguments for the use of multiple levels of analysis as an appropriate and robust tool for
conceptualizing the network(s) of social relations associated with the legacy processes (e.g.,
Long & Chrisman, 2014; Sharma, 2004). At the micro-level, it is assumed that an individual’s
perceptions and behaviors are largely a product of their social interactions and specific position
within the family and the family firm. At the meso-level of analysis, the dissertation assumes that
patterned interactions emerge from and influence the attitudes of the involved individuals. The
dissertation assumes that collective schema and shared realities emerge to influence the social
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processes and structure at a macro-level and are maintained by ongoing interactions between the
individual members within the group. Social exchange theory (SET) is widely considered to be a
capable theory for explaining relationships across the three levels of analysis (Colquit et al.,
2013). Thus, this dissertation considers SET to be an appropriate umbrella theory for examining
the types of multi-level phenomena associated with the legacy processes (e.g., generativity,
identity, and shared reality).
At an individual level, members of the dominant coalition may have their own legacy
concerns. The desire to extend oneself beyond a biological lifespan is a well-documented
phenomenon which has been discussed as a motivation for pursuing symbolic immortality or
even a legacy (McAdams & St. Aubin, 1992; Hunter & Rowles, 2005; Hunter, 2008). Research
on group dynamics and group behavior support the idea that legacy concerns also reflect the
concerns of the group. For example, research has long recognized the role that selfcategorization plays in reducing uncertainty and promoting normative behaviors (Tajifel &
Turner, 1979; Abrams, Weatherell, Cochrane, Hogg, and Turner, 1990; Hogg, 2000; Hogg and
Terry, 2000; Reid & Hogg, 2005). Building from previous research on the psychosocial
development of individuals as they progress through life stages, the dissertation recognizes that
there are individual level precursors to group level legacy processes operating iteratively to
produce and maintain family legacy (Erikson, 1963; Hamachek, 1990). The following sections
present a discussion of the individual and group level theories the dissertation proposes to
explain legacy and legacy orientations.
2.1.1 Generativity and the Individual Drive for Legacy
Individual level theories and discussions regarding legacy, as presently researched, date
back to a book written by Erik Erickson more than a half century ago. In “Childhood and
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Society” (1950), Erikson proposes a developmental theory of personality in which individuals go
through eight stages of development during their lives. Erikson further postulates that each stage
comes with its own unique conflict with respect to the development of the individual and that
environmental factors such as family and culture will influence how we develop in each of the
stages. The seventh of the eight major developmental stages is concerned with an individuals’
ability to exercise generativity vs stagnation. Generativity “is primarily the concern in
establishing and guiding the next generation” (Erikson, 1963; p.267). According to Eriksonian
thought, if an individual has established trust for others (i.e. trust vs mistrust), meaningful
relationships with others (i.e. intimacy vs isolation), and a sense of self identity (i.e. identity vs
role confusion) during earlier stages of development, then they have reached a psychological
maturity in which the desire and need to “make a commitment to the larger sphere of society as a
whole and its continuation, even improvement, through the next generation” (McAdams &
Aubin, 1992; p. 1003) arises (i.e. generativity vs stagnation). Erikson’s concept of generativity
has garnered some attention since its inception, but as Kotre (1995) wrote “something is surely
coming of Erikson’s (1950) seminal concept, but it’s slow to take root” (p. 33). Indeed, research
on generativity was rather sparse until the 1980’s (Kotre, 1995).
Expanding on the concept of generativity, Kotre (1984), proposed that generativity is
displayed in four ways. The “biological” manifestation of generativity involves the action of
reproducing of children and the “parental” form of generativity involves the actual nurturing and
caring of the offspring. The third manifestation of generativity is “technical” which encompasses
the passing of specific skills such as fishing, how to practice law, etc. from one human to another
regardless of familial relationship amongst the individuals. The final form in which generativity
has been proposed to manifest is “cultural” generativity. Cultural generativity involves
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“storytelling/transmitting meaning and values”; “cultural generativity is the vehicle that carries
the meaning of life from one generation to another” (Hunter & Rowles, 2005; p.330; Manheimer,
1995). Kotre (1984) brought the discussion of generativity displays beyond just having and
raising children, argued that the exhibition of generativity was not embedded in one time period
or stage of an individual’s life but occurred throughout, and established the importance of
storytelling and dialogue in the transmission of meaning and values. It is here that we find the
seeds of family legacy.
McAdams (1985, 1987, and 1990) expounded on the narrative aspect of generativity and
developed the “theory of adult identity “in which it is posited that “the adult defines him- or
herself in society by fashioning a personal myth or life story that provides life with unity,
purpose, and meaning” (McAdams & St. Aubin, 1992; p.1006). McAdams places the
development of identity, rather than generativity, at the forefront of the human psychosocial
needs and conceptualizes generativity as an aspect of identity rather than an outcome (McAdams,
1985, McAdams & St. Aubin, 1992). Diverging from Erikson’s work, McAdams and St. Aubin
(1992) developed a theory of generativity in which they argue for “generativity as a
configuration of seven psychosocial features constellated around the personal (individual) and
cultural (societal) goal of providing for the next generation” (p. 1004).
Within the seven features of generativity, inner desire and cultural demand represent the
motivational sources of generativity. However, inner desire for “symbolic immortality” (i.e.
creating a form of continuity after death through one of the four generative manifestations) as a
motivation for generativity has been criticized heavily by proponents of Erikson’s foundational
work on generativity (e.g., McAdams, Kotre). The arguments against a desire for symbolic
immortality motivating generativity mostly focus on how the focus on personal gain associated
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with symbolic immortality conflicts with traditional views of generativity as an expression of
altruism and purity of action arising from concern for the next generation, concern for the species
as a whole, or the consequent commitment to the preservation of culture and society.
The early literature on legacy emerged from the symbolic immortality as generativity
debate to answer the call for research that addresses the issue of “leaving something behind”
while proposing an idea that “is personal, flexible, and more universal than generativity” (Hunter
& Rowles, 2005; p.330). The idea of legacy provided much promise in terms of helping
researchers understand why passing things on to future generations is almost universally
considered important (Hunter & Rowles, 2005). Unlike the research on generativity, legacy
researchers have attempted to position the construct of legacy as a more flexible perspective
where “both the legacy leaving individual and [the] recipients” may benefit from the exchange.
Thus, legacy removes the stigma of narcissism that has been applied by generativity authors to
individuals seeking to be remembered after death (Hunter & Rowles, 2005; Hunter, 2008).
However, the extant research on legacy seems to lack consensus on exactly what legacy is as
well as answers for when and how legacy is formed. Before an operational definition for family
legacy can be used for measurement, it is important to first review the extant viewpoints on both
the legacy of an individual as well as the conceptualization of group legacy (e.g. family legacy)
and to situate them in terms of their differentiation from Erikson’s notion of generativity.
Legacy literature in the fields of social psychology and narratology has placed a
significant amount of emphasis on the narrative process as it pertains to an individual’s identity.
Specifically, legacy is defined within the social psychology literature as “the process of passing
one’s self through generations, creating continuity from the past through the present to the
future” (Hunter, 2008; 314); taking the position that it is through story that we pass our thoughts
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and beliefs on to others just as it is through story that others’ thoughts and beliefs are passed to
us. Freeman (1991) notes the struggle of telling a story absent some moral component. The
sentiment of Freeman is echoed later by Hunter and Rowles (2005) who state that “the very way
a story is told implies a moral stance; one has made a narrative choice of what to tell and what to
omit or forget based on the fundamental beliefs, values, and ideals one holds” (p.329). Thus,
both the social psychology and narratology literature agree that a sense of self is gained through
dialogue and acknowledge that values, beliefs, and history are all important components of
individual identity that may be passed through legacy. The literature also suggests that the
passing of tangible items (e.g. money, house, and business) may be a way of passing one’s self
through property.
However, with respect to legacy, the narratology and social psychology points of view
oppose one another conceptually with regards to the formation and transmission of legacy
(Kotre, 1984; McAdams & St. Aubin, 1992) in that the former assumes the processes associated
with the formation and transfer of legacy are ongoing and occur between and amongst
generations with no predetermined path (e.g., the telling and influence a story has is not
constrained to a path of older to younger generations) whereas a common assumption stated in
the social psychology literature is that legacy moves from older to younger generations.
Therefore, the social fluidity of a legacy across time requires clarification before a better
understanding of how family legacy influences intergenerational decision making within a
family firm can be gained.
Hunter (2008), in the social psychology literature, describes legacy as something
inherited from the past, shaped throughout one’s life, and then passed on to the next generation
before the process repeats itself with the next generation. The implication of this school of
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thought is that an individual’s legacy is not passed until it is completely formed. Thus, legacy
flows unilaterally from one generation to the next. The narratology literature, on the other hand,
positions an individual’s legacy in a more interactive and interative manner. Like the social
psychology literature, the narratology work acknowledges that legacy is passed from generation
to generation (Stauffer, 2011). The distinction, however, is that the narratology literature
embraces the idea that legacy may also be passed within and amongst generations in no
predetermined direction. The social psychology and narratology literature both posit legacy as
parts of one’s self that are transmitted to and from generations (i.e. values, history, and beliefs),
where these parts of self are not typically unique outputs of the individual, but rather the
interactive effect of inputs from others and one’s (Peterson & Stewart, 1993; Kotre, 1995;
Hunter, 2008). Again, the main differences in the frameworks result from whether the act of
transferring legacy is conceptualized as a process or discrete event(s) and if the transfers are
generationally constrained or not. The dissertation conceptualizes the transfer as a process.
Legacy is seen as undergoing a constant process of dialogue and negotiation between
individual’s in their pursuit of creating “meaning and identity” (Kellas, 2005; p.366). The
implications of this perspective on legacy are that legacy may be formed and transferred through
the interactions of individuals in a group, be held at the group level (e.g., feed up and inform the
identity of a group), and continue to influence the individuals through their interactions and
reinforcement of the group legacy within their individual interactions. Put simply, the
assumption is that legacy can influence behavior of both the individual and the group. The
processes associated with maintaining and transferring legacy occurs because of social
interactions and is not constrained by a generational hierarchy. This distinction becomes very
important when considering the formation and maintenance of a shared family legacy and the
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influence that the family legacy may have on intergenerational decision making within a family
firm. The next section of the dissertation will present group level theorizing for help in
understanding the processes that produce and maintain family legacy.
2.1.2 Social Exchange, Social Identity, and Shared Realities: Development of Emergent
States
The dissertation assumes that collective schema and shared realities emerge to influence
the social processes and structure at a macro-level and are maintained by ongoing interactions
between the individual members within the group. Social exchange theory (SET) is widely
considered to be a capable theory for explaining relationships across the three levels of analysis
(Colquit et al., 2013). Thus, this dissertation considers SET to be an appropriate umbrella theory
for examining the types of multi-level phenomena associated with the legacy processes (e.g.,
generativity, identity, and shared realities). Moreover, the norm of reciprocity is a robust concept
to use in theorizing the motivation for leaving a legacy. At the individual level of analysis, the
norm of reciprocity and creation of shared realities helps to explain the processes that produce
and maintain family legacy without being constrained by the altruistic assumptions commonly
associated with generativity.
2.1.2.1 Social Exchange Theory
Social Exchange Theory (SET) explores the context in which social exchange partners
interact and the implications that such contextual factors have on said exchanges. While the
conceptual roots of SET are found in anthropology, with the study of gift economies, and
economics with Ricardian models of social rents (Mauss, 1922), it is used throughout the social
sciences as a framework through which to explore, model, and analyze social interactions.
Organizational researchers have taken a particularly keen interest in SET as it provides a
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framework for the synthesis of economic and sociological relationships present within
management studies and as such speaks to the inherently multi-level nature of organizational
studies and the multi-level multi-theoretical study of management (Hitt, Beamish, Jackson, &
Mathieu, 2007). SET has numerous implications for the study of families, family firms, and their
legacies. At its core SET posits that social interactions simultaneously impact and are impacted
by the social context in which they exist (Homans, 1958). A primary source of this impact is the
norm of reciprocity (Blau, 1960) which, building from concepts of social comparison (Festinger,
1954), suggests that as individuals interact they adhere to a shared set of social norms that
regulate social exchanges and determine the mutually contingent accepted behavioral norms of
social interaction (Gouldner, 1960). From the legacy perspective of this dissertation, a family
legacy may therefore regulate exchanges whereby reciprocity is achieved through the joint
validation of one’s via shared family legacy.
A primary area of concern, especially for the work of this dissertation, is the taxonomical
categorization of exchange norms present within social contexts; namely restricted and
generalized exchange (Yamagishi and Cook, 1993). Briefly, restricted exchange norms dictate
direct and commensurate reciprocity between two exchange partners. Generalized exchange on
the other hand suggests the existence of a norm of univocal reciprocity in which exchanges are
indirectly completed through group-level reciprocation. Generalized exchange norms are
common in social groups that exhibit cohesion and a shared schema among membership;
common examples are family, kin, or religious groups (Bearman, 1997; Holy, 2002). Thus, SET
is an appropriate lens to study intergenerational transfers of family legacy. However, SET has
not yet been used as a theoretical lens for the study of family legacy. This gap may be addressed
by examining the phenomenon using our understanding of social identities and shared realities.
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2.1.2.2 Social Identity Theory
Within social identity theory, an individual categorizes themselves with respect to a
group in which they are a member (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Stets & Burke, 2000). The process
of self-categorization then creates an in-group where the individual places themselves and all
other members of the group. Self-categorization then triggers a process of social comparison
amongst the in-group and salient out-groups. Through the process of social comparisons an
individual will highlight the similarities of the in-group members and focus on the differences
between the in-group and out-group. This creates stronger identification with the in- group and
creates a uniformity of perceptions and “sense of oneness with the group” (Ashforth & Mael,
1989). The process of self-categorization, within social identity theory, creates depersonalization
in that individuals within a group come to define themselves in terms of group characteristics.
This process builds self-esteem in that individuals share in the success of the group and
internalize value through the membership. Individuals are attracted to organizations or groups of
which they perceive as prestigious for which membership can boost their self-esteem (Ashforth
& Mael, 1989). An individual may not always reference themselves to an organization but rather
they may consider themselves a member of a professional group such as an accountant,
carpenter, etc. Either way, the focus in social identity theory is on the identification to others to
the extent that a perceived sense of oneness is created.
2.1.2.3 Shared Reality Theory
Reicher, Haslam, and Platow explain that “when people share a common social identity,
their behavior, becomes underpinned by a sense of connection informed by common norms,
values, beliefs, and goals” (p.129, 2018). Thus, the experienced commonality that occurs with
family members due to their inner states with regards to their social identity creates within and
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amongst the individuals a shared reality. Their shared reality, then, can be reinforced by social
exchange processes that are necessary for the maintenance, pursuit, and continuation of the
family’s legacy. Family members agree that certain aspects of their family are important and
self-defining, thus they share a reality in which those aspects are desired and pursued through
goals of the family which, in turn, become reflected in the strategies of the firm (Echterhoff,
Higgins, and Levine; 2009).
2.1.3 Family Legacy and Family Legacy Orientation in the Family Business Literature
There are several varying usages of legacy within the family firm literature. However,
attempts at a systematic unification of the fractured perspectives are rare (Hammond et al.,
2016). Through a synthesis of the literature, however, it becomes evident that family legacy is
inherently a social process in which multigenerational bonds and family-specific dialogues are
necessary in order for family legacy to have an effect on family firm outcomes through
intergenerational decision making (Plager, 1999; Bengston, 2001; Kraus, 2006; Stauffer, 2011).
In the “Pyramid of Ownership Motivations”, Ward (1997) placed establishing a legacy of
family values towards the top of the pyramid as a significant motivation for owners committed to
the long-term survival of the business. Ward further stated the important role that communication
played in defining and perpetuating the family values through family interactions and meetings.
Garcí-Álvarez and López-Sintas also found that the legacy played a key role in the way that
founders established “value systems that blend family and business”. Founders were inclined to
develop value systems so that they may transmit these value legacies to their successors (2006).
The research by Garcí-Álvarez and López-Sintas reflected the definition of legacy proposed by
Baker and Wiseman (1998). Along with emphasizing the importance of the relationships
amongst family members, the authors write “legacy is what an individual leaves behind and how
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he or she is remembered when no longer working in the business” (Baker & Wiseman, 1998;
p.209). Again, legacy was tied to values and the importance of communication in research by
Aronoff (2004). Through interviews with family shareholders, Aronoff discovered that the
consultation process helped family members remain committed to the family legacy after the
removal of several family members from the business’s board of directors. In the above research,
dialogue and communication were all important factors in establishing and maintaining the
continuity of the family in business. So too, did communication play an important role in
maintaining legacies of the family which were essentially conceptualized as transferrable sets of
value. This perspective on family legacy is reverberated within the family social psychology
literature.
More recently, Thompson et al. (2009) proposed that family legacy is defined “as strands
of meaning that run through the family in ways that give it identity or sense, are constituted in
communication through family storytelling, and are continually reshaped over time” (p. 108).
The definition for family legacy provided by Thompson and colleagues echoes several salient
topics of family firm research. Specifically, the above definition for family legacy supports the
notion that family firms possess unique heterogeneous resources which may create value across
generations (Chrisman, Chua, & Litz, 2003; Pearson, Carr, & Shaw, 2008; Salvato & Melin,
2008) through the creation of shared meaning and identity and their influence on
intergenerational decision making (Sharma & Manikutty, 2005; Barnett, Eddleston, and
Kellermans, 2009). However, the definition by Thompson and colleagues does not address the
tangible dimensions of a family legacy and therefore does not fully encapsulate the full domain
of family legacy as presented and conceptualized for use in the field of family business research.
In fact, many researchers refer to the family legacy in terms of the financial disbursements made
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to members of the family (Jaffe & Lane, 2004), the physical or legal ownership of the business
itself (Astrachan, Klein, & Smyrnios, 2002; Getz & Peterson, 2005; Zahra, 2005), and in one
case legacy was used to “refer to the parental accountability and their obligation to make up for
the injustices of past generations when raising their children” (Lumpkin et al., 2008; p.131).
Clearly, definitional clarity of family legacy is needed before an attempt at measurement.
Family legacy is defined in the current dissertation as the enduring properties and
influence of a family that continue through the multi-generational exchanges of material and
abstract objects associated with and shared by members of the same family. Whereas, exchanges
refer to any verbal or non-verbal action in which significant meaning and/or material is
transferred. Thus, family legacy refers to the collection of identity invoking history, values, and
beliefs shared amongst family members which are transferred to and/or transformed by family
members through the ongoing processes of social exchange and the constant interaction with the
specific environment in which the family members are situated.
Social identity theory along with a shared reality perspective suggests that the type and
strength of motivation an individual has may be influenced by the presence or absence of a
salient legacy to which the individual feels associated with and has internalized as part of their
“reality”. The internalization of a family legacy by family members may provide the necessary
social conditions for which those family members can satisfy their basic psychological needs for
sharing commonality with others through successful connections concerning the degree to which
interactions reinforce and validate each other’s’ notion of what is real. Thus, the existence of a
family legacy may support or possibly thwart the psychological well-being of family members
who consider themselves as belonging to the family and, consequently, a part of the family
legacy. Given the above discussion and the foundational work by Hammond et al. (2016), a key
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assumption of this dissertation is that the shared realities created through interactions between
family members will fuel the process of family legacy by motivating families towards the
pursuit, preservation, and maintenance of their family’s legacy. FLO emerges from the processes
that produce and maintain family legacy and is proposed to further guide family behavior
towards pursuits with the goal of obtaining and maintaining specific forms of family legacy (i.e.,
biological, material, and social).
A family’s desire to leave a biological legacy and the influence that desire will have on
decision making has consequences for family firms that are not present in non-family firms
(Zacher et al., 2011). For example, the strategic decision making in a non-family firm will not be
biased by a top management teams’ desire to leave a biological legacy, whereas in a family firm
a biological legacy has tremendous implications for decision making (Zacher et al., 2011). In
fact, management by bloodline is implied by most definitions of family firms. Specifically, a
biological legacy (e.g., pool of familial potential successors) is necessary for the very survival of
the firm as a family firm (Chrisman, Chua, & Sharma, 2005). It is typically through their own
biological legacy artifacts (i.e., family members) that a family chooses successors (De Massis,
Chua, & Chrisman, 2008).
Evidence suggesting a tendency for family firm leaders to make decisions based on their
biological legacy concerns can be found throughout the research on family business. The
emphasis of these biological strategies is on transfers that favor genetic relatives or the family
bloodline concentrating the ownership among members of a single or very few controlling
families (i.e., preference for nuclear family members vs. extended). Another example from the
literature concerns parental altruism which is the “trait that positively links a parent’s welfare to
that of their children” (Lubatkin, Schultze, Ling, & Dino, 2005; p.314). Strategic decisions of
39

non-family firms will not be as susceptible to the altruistic tendencies characterized by family
firms. A biological imperative rarely exists as a strategic option for succession of ownership and
control of the business outside the realm of family businesses.
The desire to preserve and grow the material legacy of the family is evidenced by the
undiversified ownership common in family firms (Anderson, Mansi, & Reeb, 2003).The
inseparable nature of the family and business will lead to deposits of material legacy (e.g.
personal financial investment) into the business which, in turn, makes the business an artifact of
the family’s material legacy. Goals will be pursued through strategies focused on preserving the
transferability (i.e. ability to pass the legacy to future generations) and the survival of the
material legacy artifacts (i.e. survival of the family business). Thus, the dominant coalition will
likely be risk averse as well and possibly disinclined to distribute ownership to non-family
members (i.e. ownership concentrated within the family). As such, strategies will focus on an
option that maximizes the economic utility of the family’s material legacy.
An endowment effect is likely to result from the interaction of material legacy with social
legacy causing owners to value the firm at a premium compared to market valuation (Zellweger
et al., 2012). Not limited to the family firm, the same phenomenon occurs when family
heirlooms are being transferred. The continuation of ownership, whether it be ownership of the
firm or some other family held artifact (e.g., grandmother’s jewelry), within the family is
important. The social legacy value attached to ownership of the firm by family members
increases the loss to overall legacy that the family would suffer should ownership be transferred
to non-family members at market value. A family with a social legacy preference will value
shared attitudes towards the family legacy, deep social ties, and strong identification to the
family over monetary or tangible legacies. Family firms with a dominant coalition that has a
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social legacy preference will be more likely to choose strategies that reinforce the image that the
family holds of itself while trying to positively influence the perceived reputation of the family
held by individuals outside of the family. A family with a social legacy orientation is likely to
have strong preference towards building and maintaining social ties within and outside of the
firm. As a family legacy consists of both economic and non-economic aspects, decisions will be
based on what the dominant coalition perceives to be the most important form of family legacy
(i.e. the legacy orientation of the dominant coalition).
Within a family emphasis is likely to be placed on specific values such as the desire to
develop strong social ties with other family members, demonstrating an emotional attachment to
the family and business (i.e. identification), being a hard worker, or having an entrepreneurial
orientation (Jaskiewicz, Combs, & Rau, 2015). Within the context of a family owned business, it
is likely that the dominant coalition will seek opportunities to manage the family’s social legacy
through activities such as becoming involved in local community projects, establishing and
maintaining long-term relationships with customers, and developing long-term partnerships with
key stakeholders. Thus, a salient concern for social legacy may reduce conflict amongst family
members, strengthen ties with the community, and lead to strategies focused on the long-term
survival of the family’s unique set of values and promotion of shared attitudes regarding the
meaningfulness of specific legacy artifacts.
Given the above discussion it seems logical that, in the case of a family dominant
coalition, a high perception of entitativity would be indicative of minimal variation in the legacy
concerns of the members. Therefore this dissertation contends that it is justifiable to aggregate
the individuals’ legacy concerns into the dominant coalition’s concern for family firm legacy
because members of the dominant coalition perceive the “family in business” to be a distinct
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social entity (Hogg et al., 2007). Thus, it is assumed that the family’s presence in the firm is only
influential to the extent that the family is perceived as a salient social entity. Consistent with the
literature, this idea allows for the family to exert substantial control whether they are involved in
the business or not (Anderson & Reeb, 2003).
2.2 The Process of Family Legacy
Family legacy is constructed and reshaped through dialogue with others and shared
amongst family members (Thompson et al., 2009). Social exchange and storytelling are at the
heart of a family legacy processes. It is through the narrative process that one generation passes
lessons, history, wealth, and values to the next (Zerubavel, 1996; Kellas, 2005; Kraus, 2006;
Thompson et. al, 2009). Not only does storytelling play an important role in transgenerational
knowledge transfer, but it also enables the family to negotiate and affirm their identities as
individuals and as a group (Plager, 1999; Argote & Ingram, 2000; Cabrera-Suárez, Saá-Pérez, &
García-Almeida, 2001; Sirmon & Hitt, 2003; van Wijk, Jansen, & Lyles, 2008).
“Shared joint storytelling” involves the family or members of the family interacting
“collaboratively by assigning plot, character, and setting in a way that helps them make sense of
and give meaning to the event(s) and [to their relationships]” (Koenig, 2002; p. 12). The
participation in shared joint storytelling allows the family members to negotiate the family
legacy and calibrate their own understanding of the family legacy, its content, and meaning with
respect to other family members. It is also through this narrative process that family norms, role
expectations, and shared values are negotiated and assigned meaning by family members (Dyer,
1988; Stets &Burke, 2000; Denison, Lief, & Ward, 2004; Kraus, 2006; Schmidts & Shepherd,
2013). Thus, the family legacy that exists at the time of our birth is a function of the negotiation,
interpretation, and assignment of meaning to countless actions, events, and stories of our
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ancestors all of which are embedded in their own unique historical and cultural social context.
More simply put, we are born into a family legacy that is the interactive and iterative outcome of
all our family legacies before it. The legacy of a family is formed, informed, and transmitted by
ongoing social processes associated with social exchange.

Figure 2.1

The Exchange Process of Family Legacy towards Family Legacy Orientation

2.2.1 Family Legacy: Socialization
The first of these processes is the socialization of family member into the family legacy.
Every individual is born into, or shortly after birth placed into, a preexisting social community.
The social communities in which we belong will shape and direct our attitudes and behavior
from a very early age. A family is the first social community that an individual belongs to and, as
such, an individual’s family will have a disproportionate influence on their early life (Giddens,
1984; Zerubavel, 1996; Sharma & Manikutty, 2005). It is in this early life phase that all
individuals are first introduced to their family legacy during what this dissertation will refer to as
the process of family legacy socialization.
During the socialization into the family legacy, those family members having the most
interaction with the young family member will be the most influential in imprinting or
communicating what it means to be a part of that family to the child (i.e. the family identity).
The process of imprinting the legacy involves the older generation conveying their interpretive
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representations of the family legacy to the child. During the early stages of life, socialization
into the family legacy involves, almost exclusively, the transmission of family legacy from older
family members to the younger family member. Multigenerational interactions during the early
life of a family member are important as they will reinforce the more enduring aspects of the
family legacy, call attention to the legacy issues that may need revisiting later in life, and create
multigenerational bonds that may endure for a lifetime. Multigenerational interactions create a
sense of “intergenerational stake” where, by taking part in the young family member’s early
socialization process, the older family member(s) will develop “a greater psychosocial
investment or [stake] in their joint relationship that does their younger generation” (Bengston,
2001; p.8). An outcome of intergenerational stake may be the willingness of older generations to
provide valuable resources for support as the child ages, laying the foundation for healthy
multigenerational bonds.
The family members involved in the early socialization of the younger generation will
have a tremendous impact on who, what, and how early life is later interpreted by the young
family member. Through the telling of stories from when we were children, we construct a sort
of reality of the past that we do not ourselves remember. For example “parents, grandparents,
and older siblings, of course, often, remember people and events from our own childhood that we
cannot” (Zerubavel, 1996; p.285). These “social memories” become the first referent for a young
family member’s identity. Intergenerational stake of the older family members in the younger
member of the family will be a significant factor as the younger member begins to navigate and
negotiate the role in which they occupy with respect to other family members. A heightened
sense of psychological stake (i.e. social investment in the young family member) will result in
older family members being more willing to negotiate and adjust their own role as the young
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member grows into his or her role within the family. The negotiation of family roles allows for
“different, but interrelated role behaviors and meanings” (Stets & Burke, 2000; p.227) between
the family members, which is proposed to have a positive relationship with the strength of
multigenerational bonds.
2.2.2 Family Legacy: Negotiation and Feedback
As we grow older and begin to move into social groups outside or our families (e.g.
school and work) we encounter new situations and people. As more of the world external to our
families becomes internalized into our sense of self, we become aware that the family legacy we
were socialized into is either reaffirming our growing sense of self, causing conflict, or possibly
both. After all, “all subsequent interpretations of our early recollections are only reinterpretations
of the way they were originally experienced and remembered within the context of our family”
(Zerubavel, 1996; p.286). As our awareness for the world outside the family grows, so too does
our desire to find a sense of belongingness. As family members begin to search for a sense of
belonging in the world outside of the family, they leave the only stage in their lives when only
one of the social processes of family legacy is present (i.e. socialization in early childhood) and
enter a time where the three processes of socialization, negotiation, and feedback will, for the
remainder of their lives, act in tandem. In family owned businesses, work and family overlap to
the extent that the family member is involved in both.
Family legacy exists in the present only as a function of the past and a direct determinant
of the future. Therefore, to embrace or to reject a family legacy in its current form (e.g., accept or
reject the present expectations, traditions, and influence) determines to the extent in which you
share values and common identity with those family members whom have accepted the legacy.
However, as the current social context is in constant interaction with all elements of the legacy
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process, to reject the current form of a family legacy does not necessarily condemn an individual
to the role of “black sheep” of the family. Instead, a negotiation process may take place between
family members in which their traditional interpretations of the family legacy are examined in a
current context.
Dialogue between family members allows direct engagement with the family legacy and
provides an opportunity to examine the aging family legacy with respect to the current context.
For example, a family firm may be strongly embedded in a risk adverse culture because of
previous generations relying on and communicating the importance of conservative strategies to
members of the family firm. The narrative between generations of family members regarding the
conservative identity of the firm has resulted in a common understanding that being
conservative is not only significant to their own sense of self, but also important to the “who we
are” as a family in business. However, if a member or members of the family firm were to
challenge this position and recommend a strategy of increased risk taking, then a situation arises
in which a deeper cognitive awareness of the family legacy is demanded “and the opportunity for
each person to come to terms with what that means between him or her and another member of
the family” presents itself (Stauffer, 2011; p. 84). All dialogue and actions resulting from
challenging the norm will feedback into the family legacy and set the expectations as the family
moves forward. Therefore, a major challenge of managing a family legacy in a family business
starts with the founder or founding team recognizing the importance of open dialogue,
involvement, and active engagement between family members. The owner(s) will likely be
active leaders of the family both in the business and outside of it. By establishing and
communicating a strategy of legacy involvement to all members of the family, an owner may be
able to lead the family in a direction which prevents the family legacy from fracturing into
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separate family legacies, promote healthy conflict, and reduce unhealthy conflict amongst the
family.
2.2.3 Family Legacy: A Strategy of Maintenance
Jehn and Mannix define conflict as “an awareness on the part of the parties involved of
discrepancies, incompatible wishes, or irreconcilable desires” (2001; p.238). Further, research
has conceptualized three distinct forms of conflict. Task conflict refers to the conflict that arises
as a result of differences of opinion with regards to the specifics of how a task should be
performed (Jehn, 1995). Relationship conflict refers to “an awareness of interpersonal
incompatibilities includes affective components such as feeling tension and friction” (Jehn &
Mannix, 2001; p.238). The third conflict, process, represents the conflict that arise as a result of
differences of opinion with regard to how tasks or goals should be accomplished (e.g. overall
business strategy). It has been proposed that a moderate level of both task and process conflict
may actual benefit the family business (Kellermans & Eddleston, 2004). Research suggests that
conflict involving the tasks and processes of the family firm may be beneficial as a result of the
discussion and dialogue resulting from a family member making salient their concerns (Salancik
& Pfeffer, 1978; Jehn, 1995; Kellermans & Eddleston, 2004). Successfully managing conflict in
a family firm can be achieved through legacy management. The legacy maintenance strategy of a
family business should involve a.) the creation and communication of influence b.) the
involvement of as many members of the family as possible in the early life legacy socialization
process of younger family members and c.) the involvement of family members in, at the very
least, discussions involving the business goals and strategies.
Creating and communicating a common history of the family involves both making
salient the stories of the past as well as actively creating and making salient new stories to
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become a part of the family history. Commemorative events involving both the family and the
community where the family business operates is one way to communicate the history of the
family and organization while promoting multigenerational bonds. Schmidts and Shepherd
(2013) found that family members developed a “strong emotional attachment” as a result of the
family’s hosting of events in which the community was invited to participate. The
commemorative event socialized the family in their shared history, was negotiated by individual
members and accepted with new meaning (i.e. the event itself now holds a unique identity
invoking element), and will subsequently be fed back into the family legacy through new stories
and values (i.e. community involvement) supporting the proposed conceptualization for legacy.
Moreover, the firm level outcome of this legacy management strategy is that it moves the family
towards a “collectivistic” orientation whereby “interactions are characterized by reciprocity of
altruism, which links each family member’s welfare to that of the other family members”
(Kellermans & Eddleston, 2004; 216). The interactions of collectivist family members restrict
the likelihood of relational conflict.
The involvement of family members in the early socialization process of young family
members will also promote a collectivist family. Involvement of many family members in the
rearing of a child may also expose the child to the dialogue of the business and help them to
understand the pertinent aspects of the family firm when they get older. Further, it is important
for family members to start involving the young family members in the discussion of the family
business at an early age. Setting a precedent of family involvement in all stages of the young
member’s life signals commitment, encourages involvement and discussion, as well as promotes
a family legacy of transparency amongst the family members.
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2.2.4 Family Legacy and the Family Business
When the family is the focus of research, multigenerational bonds and family-specific
dialogues have been proposed to assist in the transfer of family centric legacy to and between
members of a family (Plager, 1999; Bengston, 2001; Kraus, 2006; Stauffer, 2011). The unique
bonds that are formed through multigenerational interactions with family members have been
proposed to transmit the underlying values that make the family what it is (Kellas, 2005; Koenig,
2002; Kraus, 2006). The interactions between older generation members and younger ones often
provide a context where the family has many opportunities to reinforce and transfer family
legacy. For example, the younger generation may inherit behavioral precedents in the form of
stories from the older generation. When a family is involved in the ownership and management
of a business, these stories and interactions may signal what the family believes to be important
and influence decision making with regards to managing the firm.
The legacy of the family has often been discussed in terms of the influence it may have
on directing firm behavior. As a referent for family firm leaders, a common history and similar
perceptual understandings with regards to the family’s legacy has been proposed to aid in the
development of goals focused on the preservation and growth of the family’s legacy. A common
assumption within the family firm literature is that the owning family or families intend to
transfer ownership and/or managerial control of the firm as a legacy to future generations of the
family (Chua, Chrisman, & Sharma, 1999). Therefore, the perpetuation of the family legacy
through strategic decision making is an ongoing and often explicit goal of many family
businesses throughout the life of the firm. Despite these assumptions, very little research within
the family firm literature has explicitly focused on the family legacy construct. For example
Lumpkin and Brigham (2011) state that "many family businesses are focused on passing the
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business on to succeeding generations of family owners and building a lasting family legacy
"(p.1161). Like many other researchers, the authors leave the task of defining family legacy up to
their readers. The concept of legacy provides promise in terms of understanding why passing
things on to future generations is almost universally considered important (Hunter & Rowles,
2005).
2.3 Chapter Summary
In Chapter II section 2.1 individual and group level theories this dissertation proposes to
explain the development of the legacy notion were reviewed. Following section 2.1, discussions
of the processes at work in family legacy and family legacy are presented in section 2.2 along
with ideas pertaining to legacy orientation at the group level. Section 2.2 concludes with a
discussion of family legacy orientation as it pertains to current and future family business
research. The chapter concludes with a model of family legacy orientations in the family firm as
presented by Hammond et al. (2016).
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Figure 2.2

Hammond et. al.’s (2016) Model of Family Legacy Orientation in the Family Firm
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODS AND DESIGN
The current chapter builds on the work of Hammond et al. (2016) in developing and
describing the steps taken for empirically validating measurement tools that test the theoretical
structure of the family legacy orientation construct. The process begins with a conceptual review
of family legacy orientation which then informs the creation of a pool of items that capture the
variable’s three sub-dimensions (i.e., biological, material, and social legacy orientations).The
theoretical framework for classifying legacy is generalizable to a multitude of domains, however
an exhaustive discussion of legacy as it pertains to human behavior in general is outside the
scope of the current project. Accordingly, the concern of this dissertation is on family legacy and
theorizing the impact of family legacy within the specific domain of family business research.
The measurement tools that are proposed and developed in this chapter of the dissertation were
done with the intention of using them for research in the field of family business. While the
measures are likely to prove valid in a variety of contexts, it is important to understand that the
items were developed with their future use in family business research in mind. Conforming to
the framework presented by Hammond et al. (2016) the current research project recognizes three
specific forms of legacy (i.e. biological, material, and social). Each form of legacy is understood
to have unique characteristics that families, to varying extents, will find important and thus will
play a significant role in influencing family member behavior towards their creation, acquisition,
preservation, and transfer.
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The purpose of this chapter is to extend the theoretical and empirical arguments
supporting the substantive contributions to be made and appropriateness of the research
conducted in the dissertation. To do so, this chapter builds from the review presented in Chapter
II and follows established procedures to introduce and operationalize the proposed research
models by developing key measurement tools (Hinkin, 1995, 1998, 2005) to be used in future
research. This chapter also builds upon and extends existing theory by developing the theoretical
contributions of the dissertation in accordance with the framework presented by Whetten (1989).
The following sections develop the hypotheses of the dissertation, outline the design of the
research, and describe the procedures that were used in accomplishing the goals of the
dissertation.
The dissertation contributes to the theoretical development, conceptually and empirically,
of legacy within the field of family business research by developing and validating a
measurement tool for family legacy orientation. Following commonly accepted practices for the
theoretical development, empirical testing, and reporting of scale development procedures within
the study of organizations (Hinkin, 1995, 1998, 2003; DeVellis, 2003; Fuller, Simmering,
Marler, Cox, Bennett, and Cheramie, 2011), this dissertation chapter will propose a series of
studies and outline the exact steps taken in each study. Chapter IV will then provide reports of
the results for each of the studies and discuss whether the results provide support that adequate
validity has been demonstrated in each of the stages of scale development (Hinkin, 1995, 1998,
2003).
3.1 Research Methods and Design
The research, through a series of studies, demonstrates the adequacy of the proposed
measures with respect to the three important classes of validity (i.e., content, construct, and
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criterion), the sub-types (e.g., discriminant and convergent), and the reliability of the
measurements. First, content validity is addressed by carefully developing a pool of items based
on the specified theoretical domain of the family legacy construct. The content validity of the
proposed items is then assessed for adequacy in two phases of expert evaluations and subsequent
refinement of the scale items to be used as measurements reflecting the three proposed subdomains of the family legacy orientation construct. Secondly, construct validity and reliability
will be assessed by analyzing data collected from a developmental sample. Lastly, construct and
criterion validity along with reliability will be addressed in the main study as the properties of
the scale are reexamined using data from a new sample. The details of each of the studies are
provided in the appropriate sections below.
3.2 Developing the Measures
The usage of legacy in the extant research is cross-disciplinary. Research in a number of
fields has used various languages, concepts, and focused on a variety of aspects when
investigating or discussing legacy in the literature. For example, Hunter (2008), in the social
psychology literature, describes legacy as something inherited from the past, shaped throughout
one’s life, and then passed on to the next generation at which point the process repeats with the
next generation. The implication of this school of thought is that an individual’s legacy is not
passed until it is completely formed. Thus, the framework suggests that legacy flows unilaterally
from one generation to the next. The narratology literature, on the other hand, positions an
individual’s legacy in a more interactive and iterative manner. Much like research in social
psychology, researchers from the field of narratology acknowledge that legacy is passed from
generation to generation (Stauffer, 2011). The distinction, however, is that researchers within the
narratology literature have stated the assumption that legacy may also be passed within and
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amongst generations in no specific direction. From the narratology perspective, legacy is seen to
be undergoing a constant process of dialogue and negotiation between individual’s in their
pursuit of creating “meaning and identity” (Kellas, 2005; p.366).
The various frameworks presented for investigating legacy in the literature highlight the
need for creating a unified approach for researching legacy in any specific field as both an
imperative and complex research endeavor. Acknowledging these issues and working towards
their resolution for family business research, Hammond, Pearson, and Holt (2016) reviewed the
literature and determined that the use of legacy within family business research generally fell
within three categories (i.e., material, biology, and social) and thus provide an initial framework
for family business researchers to use in the study of family legacy. The authors developed their
framework by reviewing the existing literature outside of the field of family business and then
performed a rigorous review of the literature within the field of family business. Theoretically
building from the literature review, the authors provide an initial assessment of the adequacy of
their framework by presenting a table of the articles they reviewed showing where subject matter
experts had placed each cite within the three category framework (i.e., biological, material, and
social) following a qualitative assessment of quotes involving legacy found in each article. The
current chapter of the dissertation builds on the recent work of Hammond et al. (2016) by
developing and empirically validating scales to provide support for the theoretically multidimensional structure of family legacy orientation.
The dissertation further develops the theoretical understanding of the construct by
proposing that legacy is the result of processes involving multi-generational social exchanges
whereby material and abstract objects are ascribed meaning and transferred within an exchange
network. A legacy is resilient and is maintained through continuous exchanges within and across
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generations of exchange partners in shared networks. The legacy acts as a referent for individuals
within the exchange network to validate their identities and calibrate their internal states towards
the commonality associated with engaging in the legacy (Echterhoff & Higgins, 2017; Hogg &
Rinella, 2018). Thus understanding the family legacy and, more specifically, capturing how
individual family members perceive the importance of certain aspects of their family legacy
could be an important tool for researchers to begin empirically investigating the theorized
associations between intergenerational influences of family legacy and decision making in
family businesses (Hammond et al., 2016; Wade-Benzoni, 2019).
Family legacy orientation is proposed as the appropriate concept to be used in measuring
the important characteristics associated with the family legacy construct. Family legacy
orientation is understood as the preferences a family has and/or the emphasis they place on
exchange behaviors associated with each of the legacy types (i.e., biological, material, social).
Given our understanding of legacy exchanges, the family legacy orientation can be appropriately
captured through the perceptions that family members hold towards specific aspects of their
family legacy. The dissertation tests this theoretical conceptualization of family legacy
orientation as a multi-dimensional latent construct composed of three aspects. These aspects of
family legacy include the biological, material, and social categories. Furthermore, in testing the
theoretical structure, the research assumes that family legacy orientation objectively exists within
the family via social processes associated with building and maintaining the family’s shared
reality. Family legacy orientation is understood as existing independent of the measure used to
capture it and is not formative, allowing for tests of internal consistency and reliability using
Cronbach’s alpha, average variance extracted, and factor loadings (Debicki et al, 2016).
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Hypothesis 1: Family legacy orientation exists as a higher-order construct composed of multiple
factors.
3.2.1 Domain Specification
The following sections describe the conceptual domains of the three theorized forms of
family legacy orientation in relation to the categories of family legacy they assess. These
conceptual descriptions provide the basis for how an initial set of items to capture each of the
forms of family legacy orientation (Study 1) were developed. The scale development procedures
and the steps that were taken in developing the measures begin following the conceptual
description sections below.
3.2.1.1 Conceptual Description of Material Legacy Orientation
Material family legacy is defined as the enduring properties and influence associated with
a family that is continued through the preservation, development, transfer, and exchanges of
physical, non-biological objects (e.g., the ownership of land being passed down from generation
to generation). While not necessarily explicitly stated as legacy, material legacy has been most
commonly discussed in terms of financial wealth, physical assets, legal ownership of property,
and the distributions of money and ownership as inheritances within the literature on family
firms (Hunter, 2008; Zacher, Rosing, & Freese, 2011; Zellweger, Kellermans, Chrisman, &
Chua, 2012). A family’s material legacy is transferred through tangible objects owned and
maintained by members of a family. Material legacy objects may include land, money, property
deeds, legal patents, or other economic and/or non-living physical artifacts possessed by the
family. The material legacy orientation of a family can be approximated by capturing the
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perceived importance of behaviors associated with accumulating, maintaining, and transferring
material artifacts within the family exchange network.
Hypothesis 2: Family legacy orientation is partially reflected by the material legacy orientation
of the family.
3.2.1.2 Conceptual Description of Biological Legacy Orientation
Biological family legacy is defined as the enduring properties and influence of a family
that continue through the preservation, development, transfer, and exchanges of biological
objects (e.g., particular genes being passed down from generation to generation or providing for
sick members of the family) (Zacher et al., 2011). The biological component is governed by
natural laws of genetic heritability and properties associated with organic living beings. The
family’s biological legacy allows family members to express and understand the qualities or
particular characteristics that the family deems relevant to its biological goals such as continuing
the family through the creation of offspring or ensuring that the physical well-being of family
members is being tended (Kenrick, Maner, Butner, Li, Becker, & Schaller, 2002; Maner et al.,
2005). The biological legacy orientation of a family can be approximated by capturing the
perceived importance of behaviors associated with supporting, preserving, and transferring
biological artifacts of the family exchange network. Examples of these types of behaviors
include supporting the physical health of family members and preserving the family bloodline.
Hypothesis 3: Family legacy orientation is partially reflected by the biological legacy orientation
of the family.
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3.2.1.3 Conceptual Description of Social Legacy Orientation
Social family legacy is defined as the enduring properties and influence of a family that
continue through the preservation, development, transfer, and exchanges of social influence (e.g.,
family history and shared values are passed from generation to generation through familyspecific stories). The family’s social legacy consists of the family’s interpretations of their
common history as well as the attitudes and beliefs held by others with regard to the reputation
of the family (Hunter, 2008; Zacher et al., 2011). Further, the preservation of the family’s social
legacy is a salient concern for most family members within and outside of a family owned
business. It is within the social legacy that emotional attachment to the family and core beliefs
are typically embedded and transferred between family members. The desire to leave a lasting
impression through the family’s belief systems and unique stories is the motivation for
developing and preserving a social legacy. The propensity and motivation of a family to
influence the family’s social legacy manifests itself in unique actions and strategies within the
context of a family owned business (Cennamo Berrone, Cruz, & Gomez-Mejia, 2012; GomezMejia, Haynes, Nunez-Nickel, & Moyano-Fuentes, 2007). The social legacy orientation of a
family can be approximated by capturing the perceived importance of behaviors associated with
supporting, preserving, and transferring the family’s belief systems and unique stories within the
family exchange network.
Hypothesis 4: Family legacy orientation is partially reflected by the social legacy orientation of
the family.
3.2.2 Item Generation
The first steps in building evidence to support the hypotheses is to develop and test items
that tap the entire theoretical domain of the family legacy orientation construct. Therefore, a pool
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of items needs to be generated for the family legacy orientation construct that adequately
represent each of the three forms of family legacy orientation. This section will build on the
theoretical background and conceptual descriptions discussed in earlier sections of the
dissertation to develop a preliminary item pool. The primary concern, at this point in the scale
development process, is carefully designing and following the appropriate research steps in order
to best ensure that translation validity can be adequately established for the proposed scales
(Hinkin, 1995, 1998).
Translation validity deals with the specific content of the items that are to be generated,
proposed, and refined for use in measuring latent constructs (Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma,
2003). Two categories of translation validity have been widely discussed within the literature on
scaling procedures - content validity and face validity (Netemeyer et al., 2003; Drost, 2011).
Content validity is commonly defined as reflecting “the degree to which elements of an
assessment instrument are relevant to and representative of the targeted construct for a particular
assessment purpose” (Haynes, Richard, & Kubany, 1995; p. 238). The “elements” of an
assessment instrument refers to the characteristics of the study design such as the format and
instructions that are used to collect responses and the content of the individual items used in the
study. “Representativeness” is considered adequate to the extent that the whole domain of the
construct has been tapped by the assessment instrument. Face validity, on the other hand refers to
the extent in which the measurement or test appears valid to respondents within the appropriate
population. Thus establishing translation validity requires emphasis to be placed on
demonstrating that a measure is empirically valid as well as demonstrating that, practically, the
measure appears valid in the terminology used in the assessment, clarity of the instructions, and
easy-to-use response methods (Netemeyer et al., 2003).
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In the previous sections, theory and the extant literature were reviewed to specify
domains for the three forms of family legacy orientations. Building on recent work by Hammond
et al. (2016) and the theoretical review in Chapter II of the dissertation, careful consideration of
the content validity for the assessment tool has been applied through the evaluation and proposed
definitions of the domains to be measured. In general, it was important that a set of items were
developed and written in terms of the unique and essential property necessary for each of the
three forms of legacy artifacts to be transferred, inherited, and/or preserved.
In discerning the conceptual domains of the family legacy constructs as described in the
previous sections, the focus of this step was on writing an initial set of items that represent the
importance of legacy related behaviors focused (i.e., exchanges) on family legacy via a range of
legacy artifacts falling within each of the theorized classification categories presented by
Hammond et al. (2016). Measuring both the non-economic and economic exchanges of family
legacy is important in understanding the complexities associated with decision making in family
businesses. Owning a family business generally includes not only an investment of material
resources (e.g., money) but family members involved in the business often invest emotional
resources and will consider being a part of the family business as a part of their identity. Thus, it
is imperative that a measure of family legacy orientation consider both economic and noneconomic aspects of family legacy or else the measure is inadequate in capturing the entire
domain of the construct. Thus, a set of items were written so that a wide variety of both noneconomic and economic legacy related behaviors were included. Additionally, care was taken in
the wording of items so that multiple questions were included to capture behaviors related to
each of the forms of legacy identified in the literature (Churchill, 1979; Hammond et al., 2016;
Rutherford and Kuratko, 2016).
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Questions attempting to capture the domain of material family legacy orientation used
wording that emphasized situations such as those where a legal claim to ownership underwrites
the inheritance, transfer, and preservation of legacy artifacts. The development of biological
family legacy orientation items used wording that placed emphasis on items that reflect
situations whereby the concern is on artifacts being inherited, preserved, and transferred
genetically or deal with the physical well-being of family members. Lastly, for social family
legacy orientation, emphasis has been placed on writing items that reflect situations whereby the
legacy artifacts are inherited, preserved, and transferred into the collective schema of the family
through methods such as storytelling.
The literature lacks a formal rule for determining the exact number of items to include in
the initial pool of items for scale development (Hinkin, 2005). However, following a best
practice suggested by DeVillis (2003), redundancy and over-inclusiveness were considered
desirable as the initial list of items were generated for each of the family legacy orientation
constructs. Similarly, Hinkin (2005) also suggests that an abundance of initial items is preferred
to fewer and states “it should be anticipated that approximately one-half of the items created
using the methods described here will be retained in the final scales” (p.166). Therefore,
consideration was given so that the initial number of items written for each scale was at least
twice the recommended number of “four to six items” (p.166) needed to develop a final scale.
In total, there were 37 questions generated for the initial pool of items. There were 10
items written to capture material legacy orientation, 13 items to capture biological, and 14 items
were generated to tap the social legacy orientation. The initial number of items generated for
each scale was enough to capture the domain of the construct, while the total number of items in
the pool remained low enough to effectively minimize response biases due to boredom or fatigue
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(Schmitt & Stults, 1995). With respect to scaling, a 5-point Likert-type scale was determined to
be appropriate and was used for capturing participant responses in the research efforts described
later in this chapter. These types of scales are commonly accepted as appropriate and have been
widely used in similar studies. Further, collecting data through questionnaire surveys of this type
should result in responses possessing adequate variance among respondents to perform statistical
analyses in later steps of the scale development process (Hinkin, 2005). Prior to administering
the questionnaires to a developmental sample (Study 2), a few key steps were first taken in order
to maximize the content validity of the proposed scales (DeVellis, 2012).
3.2.3 Assessing Initial Content Validity
As the minimum requirement for a sufficient psychometric measurement tool, content
validity needs to be the central concern when developing items for the measure (Hinkin, 1995,
1998). Construct validation begins with researchers’ efforts to thoroughly develop items that
adequately capture the domain of the constructs they are interested in measuring. It is equally
important that efforts are made to eliminate extraneous content from items. The goal should be to
develop unidimensional items that capture only the domain of interest. Adopting a deductive
approach, an initial pool of items was developed to theoretically tap the three dimensions of the
family legacy orientation construct as specified in the extant literature. The following sections
describe the steps that were taken to assess and provide evidence that the proposed measures are
valid in their content.
3.2.3.1 Qualitative Scale Pretest to Establish Content Validity
Once the preliminary list of 37 items was written, the initial item pool was shared with a
group of subject matter experts and their feedback requested. Specifically, this was the first of
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two planned rounds of having a group of experts review the item pool so that the proposed
elements of the measurement instruments could be refined. In the first round, the experts
reviewed aspects of the individual items so that cosmetic issues such as poor wording choices or
confusing sentence structures could be addressed, and the overall presentation improved. The
subject matter experts were each members of the graduate faculty within the College of Business
at Mississippi State University. Their qualifications as experts in their fields are numerous and
include, but are not limited to, the following: having numerous articles on the topic of family
business published in some of the field’s top journals (e.g., Family Business Review), have
taught a variety of courses to PhD students (e.g., scale development, organizational theory, MIS
administration, and Human Resource Management), and remain active in their participation and
presentation of research at major conferences.
Following the comments and recommendations of the experts, a significant amount of
time was spent reviewing the theoretical domains of the family legacy orientation constructs and
revising items so that they adequately capture the appropriate domains. An equal amount of
consideration was given to eliminating questions that were likely to capture extraneous content
and not the domain of interest. The first round of expert feedback resulted in several
improvements being made to the initial list of items and a revised pool of 24 items remained. The
next step in the measurement development process is to assess the content adequacy of the items
that have been generated. The steps taken and the results of the content validity assessment of the
revised pool of 24 items are presented in the next section.
3.2.3.2 Quantitative Scale Pretest to Establish Content Validity
The purpose of this step was to conduct an initial assessment of the content validity for
the items’ adequacy at capturing the three proposed subdomains for family legacy orientation.
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Following commonly used practices for this step of the scale development process (DeVillis,
2012), the revised 24 item pool was sent to the same group of subject matter experts as the
previous step. The assessment included definitions for family legacy orientation and each of the
theorized subdomains of family legacy orientation: (1) biological legacy orientation, (2) material
legacy orientation, and (3) social legacy orientation. The experts were asked to review the
definitions presented and then rate each item based on the extent to which they believe the
individual item captures each of the three aspects (i.e., biological, material, and social) of the
theorized conceptual domain for the family legacy orientation construct. Ratings were made on a
5-point scale with 1= Not at all, 2= Slightly, 3= Moderately, 4=Considerably, and 5=
Completely.
Additional information about what respondents will see when the survey is administered
in future studies was also provided. Specifically, the group of experts were told that a 5-point
response set will be used for the family legacy orientation scale, ranging from 1=Not at All
Important to 5 = Very Important and that respondents will be asked to “Please indicate the
IMPORTANCE of the following behaviors in your family”. Lastly, the final page of the content
assessment handout provided the subject matter experts an opportunity to provide additional
suggestions, comments, or feedback. The responses were then collected and consolidated so that
the average ratings for each of the items could be examined to determine the extent to which
content adequacy was demonstrated. Evidence supporting the content adequacy for each of the
items was considered to be established if (1) the average item rating was appropriately high
(Average Rating > 4) for the domain that item was intended to reflect and (2) the average item
rating was appropriately low (Average Rating < 1.5) for each of the domains the item was not
intended to capture.
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At this point in the scale development process, the appropriate steps have been taken to
begin testing the new measures. The previous steps were important so that the researcher could
continue with adequate confidence that the three domains of family legacy orientation are
represented in the proposed item pool and that the items are representative of those domains.
Following commonly accepted scale development procedures for generating and pretesting an
initial set of items, the appropriate steps have been taken to ensure the initial content adequacy of
the retained items (Hinkin, 2005; DeVellis, 2012).
3.3 Administering the Survey to a Developmental Sample
Following the item generation and pretest phase of the scale development process (Study
1), a questionnaire containing the item pool generated in the previous steps was administered to a
developmental sample. The data collected from the developmental sample was used to assess and
improve the scale in two stages. First, in Study 2a, an initial evaluation of the items is conducted
to uncover and eliminate the weakest items in the scale. Following the initial reduction of items
in Study 2a, factor analytic techniques were employed on the retained items during Study 2b to
assess the underlying structure of the scale and confirm it to the theoretical predictions. These
studies provided a final opportunity to refine and improve the scale before their use in
subsequent studies.
3.3.1 Administering the Survey
Although the surveys were short enough that respondent fatigue was not a major concern,
addressing response bias was nonetheless a concern during this study and attention check
procedures were incorporated within each of the questionnaires. There is no consensus on what
constitutes an appropriate attention check or even if an attention check question should be
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included with the surveys. However, those in support of their use argue the merit of their
inclusion based on adding value by eliminating response bias and providing an additional step in
ensuring the validity and integrity of the data collected (Berinsky, Margolis, & Sances, 2014;
Curran, 2016; Kung, Kwok, & Brown, 2018; Maniaci & Rogge, 2014). For these reasons it was
decided that an attention check would be included. In the attention check questions participants
were directed to respond with the answer choice that corresponded with the “Low Importance”
response. The “Low Importance” option was chosen to address potential acquiescence bias that
might go undetected should “Very Important” or “Important” options be chosen as the directed
response.
The survey administered to a developmental sample for Study 2 was created using the
pool of retained items from Study 1 and included additional measures for key constructs of
interest (see Appendix). The questionnaires consisting of the proposed items for family legacy
orientation and the additional measures, each item measured on 5-point Likert-type scales, were
distributed to undergraduate students who were enrolled in sections of a management course
within the College of Business at a State University in the southern United States. Greenberg
(1987) argues that using university students can provide researchers with a valuable means to
collect convenient and valid data. The use of a student sample for the data collection in the
dissertation is justified for at least two reasons. First, as theory development is the primary goal
of the dissertation, collecting data from homogenously defined sample groups provides
researchers with an efficient and valuable approach to data collection during this critical stage of
research. As Greenberg (1987) argues “the use of such narrowly defined subject groups is
preferable to more diffuse subject groups in approaching the theory-building goal—and
consequently, the application-development goal—of organizational research” (p.159). Secondly,
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all of the items included in the survey ask respondents to consider their family as the point of
reference when answering the questions. Therefore, the individuals within a student sample
represent members of the target population in that they identify themselves as belonging to a
family and are a valid source of data. Additionally, care was taken to only include questions that
would fall within the respondents’ own experience of belonging to a family. The decision to use
a student sample for the data collection was considered both adequate and appropriate.
The surveys were administered electronically using SurveyMonkey.com. Participants
were offered a small incentive in the form of extra credit points for the class in which they were
enrolled if they chose to participate in the research. Initially, 121 responses were received, but 8
of those were eliminated from the study for either failing the attention check question (discussed
below) or for survey incompleteness. The final sample size for the developmental study was
n=113. As Clark and Watson (1995) suggest, a developmental sample of at least 100 will be
considered sufficient to assess the initial validity of the scale items during the exploratory phase
of the scale development process and so the sample was considered sufficient for this study.
Once the questionnaires had been distributed and collected, the data were entered into SPSS and
the data were tested for sampling adequacy and the distribution of values were evaluated to
ensure that the dataset was appropriate for factor analysis.
3.3.2 Study 2a - Item Reduction and Scale Refinement
The internal consistency of the theoretically derived sub-dimensions for family legacy
orientation were tested in SPSS by performing a reliability analysis on the groups of items that
were developed to capture the family’s biological, material, and social legacy orientations.
Cronbach’s alpha for the unique sets of items, the inter-item correlations, and the item-total
correlations were evaluated to assess evidence supporting the content validity of the
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measurements and to allow for retention or removal of items based on a priori criteria for scale
optimization. Criteria for choosing the best items to retain, eliminating the worst, and ensuring
the content adequacy of the scale for later studies were based on commonly accepted metrics
(Hair et al., 2012; DeVellis, 2012; Hinkin, 1998) and included: (1) eliminating items for which
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha would be higher if the item was removed, (2) examining the interitem correlations and retaining the items with an acceptable correlation (greater than .40) to the
other items in the appropriate subscale, and (3) retaining items with acceptable adjusted itemtotal correlations (greater than .50). Items that were eliminated during this step were not included
in subsequent analyses.
3.3.3 Study 2b – Factor Analysis and Initial Assessment of Scale Properties
Exploratory factor analysis is often used to uncover underlying dimensions, components,
or patterns within a set of data. In other instances, when the extant literature provides sound
conceptual support for the underlying structure, exploratory factor analysis can be used by the
researcher to create more parsimonious scales through the reduction of variables. A major benefit
of using factor analysis early in the research program is that it can help ensure quality
measurement tools are being developed earlier in the process which can, ultimately, lead to the
conservation of resources and more meaningful predictions in the literature. In scale
development, performing an EFA is generally one of the first steps a researcher should take after
the initial pretest(s) are complete. Performing an EFA is particularly important when there is
little or no theory informing the inherent structure of a construct. If there are a priori expectations
for the structure of the construct to be measured, then EFA is still a vital tool for exploring initial
evidence that confirms the theoretical structure of the construct of interest. Additionally, the EFA
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is an indispensable research tool for refining measurement instruments before conducting the
main study.
The extant literature provides strong conceptual support for the expected structure of the
family legacy orientation construct. Therefore, the current research utilized factor analytic
techniques to test the theoretical structure by examining the underlying dimensions of the
construct and confirming the theoretical structure of family legacy orientation as being
multidimensional in nature. These analyses also served as a guide for the further refinement of
the proposed family legacy orientation scale. Prior to performing factor analysis, the distribution
of values was first examined for adequacy using the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measure for sampling
adequacy. The Bartlett test of sphericity was also utilized to check that the data were acceptable
for factor analysis. Once the data were deemed appropriate and the sample adequate for factor
analysis, the exploratory factor analysis began.
To test the theoretical model, the correlation matrix of the retained items was used as the
matrix of association and was subjected to an exploratory factor analysis using principal axis
factoring extraction with promax rotation (i.e., oblique). While principal components analysis
(PCA) is common in the literature, a principal axis factoring extraction method was chosen for a
couple of reasons. First, and as many researchers have previously stated, Osborne emphasizes the
point that PCA “is not considered to be a true method of factor analysis” and likely not
appropriate in the current research goal of developing and refining the family legacy orientation
scale (Osborne, 2015; p.1). Secondly Hinkin (1998), building on the earlier work by Ford et al.
(1986) and Rummel (1970), advises against using principal components analysis for scale
development and states “Because the principal-components method of analysis mixes common,
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specific, and random error variances, a common factoring method such as principal axis is
recommended” (p.112).
With respect to factor rotation, an oblique method of factor rotation was chosen. The
choice was made because, as theoretically specified, it is likely that the factors being measured
will correlate, something for which orthogonal rotation does not allow. Further, numerous
researchers have stated that oblique rotation methods are preferred to orthogonal because oblique
methods are likely to produce more realistic representation of reality and result in simpler
structures that are superior to an orthogonal method (Ford et al., 1986; Fabrigar et al., 1999;
Gorsuch, 1997; Conway & Huffcutt, 2003). The number of factors to extract was determined by
the prior theoretical basis for the structure of family legacy orientation along with eigenvalues
greater than 1. Three factors were theoretically predicted to emerge with the items expected to
converge on their unique sub-dimension and discriminate from the others by not significantly
cross-loading.
The structure and pattern matrices were both examined to assess the convergent and
discriminant validity of the items and to explore whether the results from the preliminary study
supports the theoretical model. First, the structure matrix was examined to determine whether the
most significant loading of each item was with the factor on which it was expected to load. Next,
the pattern matrix was used to assess the simplified factor loadings for each of the items. The
criteria for elimination included the elimination of items that did not load most significantly with
the factor they were intended to assess, items that did not adequately load onto the appropriate
factor (loading >.70), items that loaded heavily on multiple factors, and items with a
communality of less than .40 (Osborne, Costello, and Kello, 2008). Following the item
reduction, the model was re-specified and additional analyses were performed. One important
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reason for taking this step is that it provides an additional opportunity to assess how well the
proposed measurement instrument conforms to the expectations of the theoretical model and to
make final improvements to the scale if necessary.
3.3.4 Re-specification and Assessment of the Measurement Model
To assess the reliability of the revised family legacy orientation scale, a reliability
analysis for each of the three subscales was again performed in SPSS version 26. Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha was used as an estimate of internal consistency for the three subscales and the
inter-item and item-total correlations were again examined to assess the relationships between
the items within the specific subscales of re-specified measurement model. Additionally, factor
analysis was conducted on the data for the re-specified model following the same criteria as in
section 3.3.3 with the results justifying the revisions that were made by providing support that
the revised scale provides a more parsimonious and simplistic structure for capturing family
legacy orientation than the original set of items.
3.4 Reexamine Scale Properties with a New Sample
Once the pretest and the initial item reduction had been completed for the family legacy
orientation scale, following the accepted procedures recommended by Hinkin (2005) and others
(e.g., Devillis, 2012), additional steps were taken to validate the proposed scale. To validate the
family legacy orientation scale, Stata version 16.1 was used to perform a confirmatory factor
analysis. Before performing the CFA, a new data collection effort was undertaken. This round of
survey administration used the revised 14 item scale from the Study 2a and 2b for analyses.
Evidence of convergent and discriminant validity, reliability of the scale, and overall fit of the
proposed model were examined during this phase of the scale development process.
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3.4.1 Data Collection
A survey was created using the pool of 14 items generated in Study 2. The study was then
administered to a convenience sample. The questionnaires consisting of the proposed items,
measured on 5-point Likert-type scales, for family legacy orientation along with scales to capture
similar variables (see section 3.4.3) were distributed to undergraduate students who were
enrolled in sections of a management course within the College of Business at a State University
in the southern United States. The surveys were administered electronically using
SurveyMonkey.com. Participants were offered a small incentive in the form of extra credit points
for the class in which they were enrolled if they chose to participate in the research. Initially, 244
responses were received, but 19 of those were eliminated from the study for either failing the
attention check question or for survey incompleteness. The final sample size for this study was
n=225 which was considered adequate based on the guideline that at least two hundred
completed questionnaires (n=200) would be ideal for running the confirmatory factor analysis on
the data (Hinkin, 2005). The confirmatory factor analysis was performed in Stata version 16.1.
3.4.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The confirmatory factor analysis of the proposed measurement model (Figure 2) was
assessed using the structural equation modeling feature in Stata version 16.1. Using a structural
equation modeling technique is a methodology that takes a confirmatory approach to the analysis
of a structural theory based on a phenomenon of interest. In this dissertation, structural equation
modeling is used to analyze the theoretical structure of the construct family legacy orientation.
One primary advantage of using this technique over others is that covariance-based structural
equation modeling can utilize fit indices to judge the differences between models. Thus, this
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approach allows the proposed model to be empirically compared and judged against other
models to determine the proposed model’s overall goodness of fit.
Item and construct level analyses are conducted by evaluating a variety of measures. The
standardized factor loadings are used and interpreted as estimates of the correlation between an
item and its factor. Standardized factor loadings greater than 0.60 provide evidence of
convergent validity (Debicki et al., 2016). The squared standardized loadings (i.e., SMC or R2)
which are interpreted as proportions of explained variance and indication of reliability were
assessed adequate at values greater than .50. Convergent and discriminant validity is further
examined using the Fornell and Larker (1981) method of assessment. Using Fornell and Larker’s
(1981) method for assessing validity, the average validity extracted (AVE) was calculated and
used to assess convergent validity. Discriminant validity was assessed by calculating the shared
variance between constructs and comparing it to the AVE for each construct. AVE values greater
than 0.50 will be used to interpret whether the results indicate convergent validity. A shared
variance lower than the AVE for each construct will be interpreted as an indication that the
results provide support for discriminant validity. Thus, in this study several estimates are
considered, and their interpretations presented.
Once the initial goodness of fit estimates had been calculated, the modification indices
were examined to determine if alterations to the model would improve the overall model fit.
Prior to making any alterations to the model, careful consideration was given to the justifications
for making changes. Through the earlier elimination and purification procedures, a three factor
13-item family legacy orientation scale was obtained. The proposed CFA model that has been
tested and compared against other models consists of four items for biological legacy orientation,
four items for material legacy orientation, and five items for social legacy orientation. All the
74

CFA models were constructed using Stata 16.1 data analysis and statistical software application
and the fit statistics across different factor models are presented in Table 7. The model fit indices
reported and used to compare the different models are the χ2 to degrees of freedom ratio (χ2 /
df), the comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), root mean squared error of
approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR).
3.4.3 Criterion Validity
To further demonstrate the validity of the proposed scale, additional forms of validity
should be assessed. Specifically, as noted by Hinkin (1998), additional “evidence of construct
validity can be accomplished by examining the extent to which the scales correlate with other
measures designed to assess similar constructs” (p.116). To further assess the validity of the
proposed measure for family legacy orientation the relationships between family legacy
orientation and similar constructs have been examined using SEM. Measures for family
collectivism, family harmony, and the three dimensions of family internal social capital were
included in the main study. The correlations between the proposed domains of family legacy
orientation and each of the similar constructs are reported in Chapter IV.
3.4.3.1 Additional Measures
Family Harmony (Beehr et al., 1997) – Borrowing from Kidwell, Kellermans, and
Eddleston (2011) family harmony is defined as “standard patterns of family behavior that
demonstrate synchronization and integration among family members” (p. 507). To measure
family harmony, the dissertation uses the 4-item scale developed by Beehr et al., (1997). Each
response is scored on a 5-point Likert-type scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 5=Strongly
Agree. The wording of these items is as follows: Thinking of your family, please choose the
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response that best indicates the extent to which you agree the statement is true. 1=Strongly
Disagree and 5=Strongly Agree. (1) The family members seem to get along with each other
better. (2) Family members agree with each other on most issues. (3) Family members are very
compatible with each other. (4) Family members almost never argue with each other.
Family Collectivism (Yoo et al., 2011) – Family collectivism has been described in the
literature as the degree to which the culture of a group, or even society, tends to express pride
and enthusiasm for their local groups such as organizations or families. In a way, family
collectivism can be considered a micro version of the national collectivism described by
Hofstede (2011) where the referent for individuals with a family collectivism orientation is likely
to be narrow and specific. Family collectivism, in the current study, is focused on the degree to
which individuals in a family believe that the good of the family should come before their own
good. Adapted from the scale developed by Yoo et al. (2011), four items are used to measure
family collectivism. The responses for family collectivism are measured on a 5-point Likert type
scale (1=Strongly Disagree and 5=Strongly Agree ) and worded as follows: Thinking of your
family, please choose the response that best indicates the extent to which you agree the statement
is true. (1) Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for the family. (2) Individuals should stick
with the family even through difficulties. (3) Family welfare is more important than individual
rewards. (4) Family success is more important than individual success.
Family Internal Social Capital (Carr, Cole, King, & Blettner, 2011) – Family internal
social capital is focused on the distinct set of resources that are embedded within the
relationships amongst members of a family firm and the potential value that may be gained or
even generated by members of the family as a result of developing these social networks. The
typology for family internal social capital developed by Carr et al. (2011) was used in the
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dissertation. Specifically, items were included in the questionnaire that capture family internal
social capital along the structural, relational, and cognitive dimensions. Each dimension for
family internal social capital was measured using a 4-item scale as developed and validated by
Carr et al. (2011). The responses for family internal social capital were measured on a 5-point
Likert type scale (1=Strongly Disagree and 5=Strongly Agree). Prior to answering the questions,
participants were given the direction Thinking of your family, please choose the response that
best indicates the extent to which you agree the statement is true. The list of items used to
capture each dimension are as follows:
Structural Dimension
(1)

Family members engage in honest communication with one another.

(2)

Family members have no hidden agendas.

(3)

Family members willingly share information with one another.

(4)

Family members take advantage of their family relationships to share information.

Relational Dimension
(1)

Family members have confidence in one another.

(2)

Family members show a great deal of integrity with each other.

(3)

Overall, family members trust each other.

(4)

Family members are usually considerate of each other’s feelings.

Cognitive Dimension
(1)

Family members have confidence in one another.

(2)

Family members show a great deal of integrity with each other.

(3)

Overall, family members trust each other.

(4)

Family members are usually considerate of each other’s feelings.
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3.5 Chapter Summary
Utilizing the theoretical and conceptual reviews presented in Chapters I and II as a
foundation, this chapter proposed a series of hypotheses to be used in developing the construct of
family legacy orientation. Following commonly accepted techniques for the scale development
process, the chapter continued by outlining and describing the research approach that was used to
empirically test the hypotheses and advance theory through the validation of the family legacy
orientation scale. These hypotheses predict that family legacy orientation is a higher-order
construct reflected in multiple factors. Specific hypotheses are presented to test the existence and
appropriateness of a three-factor solution for family legacy orientation. The three sub-domains of
family legacy orientation are proposed to be biological, material, and social. These hypotheses
will be tested in Chapter IV through a series of studies. The series of studies are focused on
testing the hypotheses through the validation of the family legacy orientation scale. Validity of
the family legacy construct is assessed at multiple levels through multiple studies.
Chapter IV begins with an assessment of the content validity of the proposed scale. Next
factor and reliability analyses are utilized to assess the validity of the construct and examine the
emerging factor structure. During this step, the properties of the initial scale items and subscales
are assessed so that refinements can be made before proposing the measurement model to be
used in the main study. Following the exploratory factor analysis and initial assessment of
construct validity, Chapter IV continues with the assessment of construct reliability and validity
along with examining the goodness-of-fit statistics for the proposed measurement model.
Following the confirmation demonstrated by the results of the above assessments, the research
concludes with the evaluation of criterion validity for the proposed family legacy orientation
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construct. The concluding analyses are conducted using structural equation modeling and
confirmatory factor analytic techniques.
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CHAPTER IV
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESEARCH RESULTS
4.1 Chapter Overview
The concern of the current chapter is to provide a review of the steps taken in the
research efforts of the dissertation and present the criteria used and interpretations of the
empirical results of each study. The chapter provides detailed information pertaining to the data
collection process, the statistical analyses used, and reports the empirical results for each study of
the dissertation. The analyses conducted in this chapter are the first to empirically test the
underlying theoretical conceptualization associated with the FLO construct. Additionally, the
results presented in this chapter provide the empirical support necessary to establish the
theoretical foundation for discussing FLO in future research within the field of family
businesses. Chapter IV is organized as follows: initial assessment of content and item reduction,
assessment of measurement via developmental sample, scale validation using a new sample,
assessing criterion validity with structural equation modeling, and chapter summary.
4.2 Experts’ Evaluation of Content Adequacy
Once the preliminary list of 37 items was written, the initial item pool was shared with a
group of subject matter experts and their feedback requested. Specifically, this was the first of
two planned rounds of having a group of experts review the item pool so that the proposed
elements of the measurement instruments could be refined. In the first round, the experts
reviewed aspects of the individual items so that cosmetic issues such as poor wording choices or
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confusing sentence structures could be addressed, and the overall presentation improved.
Following the comments and recommendations of the experts, a significant amount of time was
spent reviewing the theoretical domains of the family legacy orientation constructs and revising
items so that they adequately capture the appropriate domains. An equal amount of consideration
was given to eliminating questions that were likely to capture extraneous content and not the
domain of interest. The first round of expert feedback resulted in several improvements being
made to the initial list of items and a revised pool of 24 items remained. The next step in the
measurement development process is to assess the content adequacy of the items that have been
generated. The steps taken and the results of the content validity assessment of the revised pool
of 24 items are presented below.
Table 4.1 shows the initial 24 item pool along with the average rating for the items with
respect to how the subject matter experts felt the item captured each of the three aspects of
family legacy orientation. For a more convenient presentation of the results, the items in Table
4.1 are grouped and labeled according to the subdimension they are proposed to capture.
Evidence supporting the content adequacy for each of the items was considered to be established
if (1) the average item rating was appropriately high (Average Rating greater than 4.0) for the
domain that item was intended to reflect and (2) the average item rating was appropriately low
(Average Rating less than 2.0) for each of the domains the item was not intended to capture. In
general, there is strong support for the content adequacy of the items that were generated and
assessed in this study. In total, only two items (denoted with bold font in Table 4.1) failed to
meet the criteria for evidence of content adequacy. The first item “Supporting the emotional
health of family members” failed to be rated above 4.0 for a single domain while the second item
“Keeping the ownership of family heirlooms within the family” was rated above the 2.0 cutoff
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for a domain it was not intended to capture. Lacking support for their content adequacy, the two
items were eliminated from the item pool and not used in subsequent analyses.
Table 4.1

Results of the Initial Content Validity Assessment (Study 1)
Statements

Average Score of Expert Raters
Biological Material
Social
4.4
1
1.2

Supporting the physical health of family members
Preserving the family bloodline

5

1

1

Family genes are passed on through children

5

1

1

Maintaining some genetically related family members

4.4

1

1

Supporting the emotional health of family members

3

1.2

3.2

Sick family members are provided for

4.4

1.6

1

Maintaining the unity of genetically related family members

4.8

1

1

Supporting flesh and blood members of the family

4.4

1.4

1.2

Accumulation of financial wealth

1

4.6

1

Conserving financial wealth to leave to family members

1

4.8

1

Leaving material belongings to members of the family

1

5

1.4

Keeping the ownership of family heirlooms within the family

1

4.8

2.2

Members of my family leave their land property to another member or
members of the family when they pass away

1

5

1.4

Financial success of family members

1

4.2

1.2

1.2

4.2

1.4

Developing financially responsible family members

1

4

1.4

Creating new family memories

1

1

4.6

Reliving old family memories

1

1

4.8

Sharing stories with my family

1

1

5

Supporting members of the family through advice

1

1

4.4

Preserving our family’s history

1

1.4

4.4

Sharing stories about family members who have passed away

1

1

4.6

Values of the family are reflected in the behaviors of family members

1

1.4

4.2

Providing financial support to family members who need it
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4.3 Initial Assessment of Measurement Via Developmental Sample
A survey was created using the pool of 22 items retained in Study 1 (Table 4.2). The
study was then administered to a developmental sample. The questionnaires consisting of the
proposed items, measured on 5-point Likert-type scales, for family legacy orientation were
distributed to undergraduate students who were enrolled in sections of a management course
within the College of Business at a State University in the southern United States. The surveys
were administered electronically using SurveyMonkey.com. Participants were offered a small
incentive in the form of extra credit points for the class they were enrolled if they chose to
participate in the research. Initially, 121 responses were received, but 8 of those were eliminated
from the study for either failing the attention check question (discussed below) or for survey
incompleteness. The final sample size for the developmental study was n=113. As Clark and
Watson (1995) suggest, a developmental sample of at least 100 will be considered sufficient to
assess the initial validity of the scale items during the exploratory phase of the scale development
process and so the sample is considered sufficient for this study.
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Table 4.2

Items Dropped from Study 2a

Item-Level

Drop
Drop

Drop

Drop

Drop

Drop

Drop

Inter-Item
Correlations

Drop

Drop

Items

Table 4.3

Bio_01
Bio_02
Bio_03
Bio_04
Bio_05
Bio_06
Bio_07
Mat_01
Mat_02
Mat_03
Mat_04
Mat_05
Mat_06
Mat_07
Soc_01
Soc_02
Soc_03
Soc_04
Soc_05
Soc_06
Soc_07
Soc_08

Supporting the physical health of family members.
Preserving the family bloodline.
Family genes are passed on through children.
Sick family members are provided for.
Maintaining the unity of genetically related family members.
Supporting flesh and blood members of the family.
Maintaining some genetically related family members.
Accumulation of financial wealth.
Conserving financial wealth to leave to family members.
Leaving material belongings to members of the family.
Members of my family leave their land property to another member or members of the family when they pass away.
Financial success of family members.
Providing financial support to family members who need it.
Developing financially responsible family members.
Creating new family memories.
Reliving old family memories.
Sharing stories with my family .
Supporting members of the family through advice.
Preserving our family’s history.
Sharing stories about family members who have passed away.
Values of the family are reflected in the behaviors of family members.
Maintaining the unity of the family by spending time together.
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Principal Axis F
Oblique Ro

Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation

α Improve if
Item Dropped

Drop

Drop
Drop

Drop
Drop

Drop
Drop

Drop
Drop

Drop
Drop
Drop

4.3.1 Study 2a: Item Reduction
Internal consistency of the theoretically derived sub-dimensions for family legacy
orientation were tested in SPSS by performing a reliability analysis on the groups of items that
were developed to capture the family’s biological, material, and social legacy orientations.
Cronbach’s alpha for the unique sets of items, the inter-item correlations of items, and the itemtotal correlations were evaluated to assess evidence supporting the content validity of the
measurements and retain or remove items based on a priori criteria so that the scales could be
optimized. Criteria for choosing the best items to retain, eliminating the worst, and ensuring the
content adequacy of the scale for later studies was based on commonly accepted metrics and
included: (1) eliminating items for which Cronbach’s coefficient alpha would be higher if the
item was removed, (2) examining the inter-item correlations and retaining the items with an
acceptable correlation (greater than .40) to the other items in the appropriate subscale, and (3)
retaining items with acceptable adjusted item-total correlations (greater than .50). Items that were
eliminated during this step were not included in subsequent analyses.
The primary justification for eliminating items in the above stage are based on the desire
to create a list of items that can adequately capture the domain of FLO while addressing the need
for succinct measurement scales to use in organizational research (Hinkin, 2005). The results are
summarized and presented in Table 4.2 providing the specific reason(s) that each item was
dropped. In total 5 items were eliminated during Study 2a. Remaining in the item pool to be
assessed in Study 2b are four items representing biological legacy orientation, five items
representing material legacy orientation, and eight items that represent social legacy orientation.
Prior to performing factor analysis, the distribution of values was first examined for adequacy
using the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measure for sampling adequacy. The Bartlett test of sphericity
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was also utilized to check that the data were acceptable for factor analysis. Both values were
acceptable with the KMO = .852 and Bartlett significance level less than .05 thus providing
evidence that factor analysis is appropriate to use on the data.
4.3.2 Study 2b: Extraction of Factors
After the failed items from study 2a were eliminated from the item pool, the retained
items were subjected to a principal axis factor analysis with a Promax rotation and eigenvalue of
1 criterion for retaining factors. This step was taken to explore whether the results from the
preliminary study supports the theoretical model. Three factors were theoretically predicted to
emerge with the items expected to converge on their unique sub-dimension and discriminate
from the others by not significantly cross-loading. The results support the theoretical structure as
only three factors emerged with an eigenvalue greater than 1. Furthermore, the emerging three
factor solution explained 60% of the variance which is considered acceptable.
The pattern and structure matrices, as presented in Table 4.3, of the initial 17 items
solution were examined. The results from the structure matrix indicate that each item is most
significantly loading with the factor it is meant to. However, multiple items in the structure
matrix are showing a lack of evidence for their ability to converge onto a single factor as noted
by those items having relatively high loadings for multiple factors. To further assess whether
these items are problematic, the simplified factor loadings represented in the pattern matrix are
examined. The values reported in the pattern matrix confirms that several items are not
adequately loading to the factor they are intended to. Specifically, the factor loadings for items
Mat_01, Soc_05, Soc_06, and Soc_07 are below the cutoff point of 0.60 (Debicki et al., 2016)
with the loadings being 0.425, 0.446, 0.576, and 0.483 for the items respectively.
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In addition to the empirical support presented in the initial analysis, a review of the
specific items in question also provides support justifying that these items need be eliminated.
Specifically, each of these items has wording that could be considered problematic for one of
two reasons. The first reason is that the items are worded in such a way that the focus is on an
outcome of FLO and not FLO itself and applies to items Mat_01, Soc_05, and Soc_07. For
example, Mat_01 ask the respondent to report how important the accumulation of financial
wealth is to their family. The second issue involves the use of assumptive or restrictive language
and applies to Soc_06. The wording of item Soc_06 assumes the respondents have diseased
family members which introduces an unaccounted-for restriction on which respondents can
provide valid responses for this question. Thus, the empirical evaluation and subsequent content
review justify the removal of these four items and the measurement model be re-specified to only
include the retained 13 items.

87

Table 4.4

Exploratory Factor Analysis Results from Study 2b of the Initial 17 item Family
Legacy Orientation Items: Oblique Rotation, Pattern and Structure Matrices
Pattern Matrix
Factor
1
2
3

Structure Matrix
Factor
1
2
3

Bio_03

-0.030

-0.141

0.883

Bio_03

0.361

0.292

0.798

Bio_05

0.015

-0.047

0.776

Bio_05

0.385

0.348

0.760

Bio_06

0.033

0.130

0.610

Bio_06

0.383

0.447

0.692

Bio_07

-0.074

0.115

0.692

Bio_07

0.311

0.436

0.712

Mat_01

0.078

0.425

0.195

Mat_01

0.324

0.551

0.447

Mat_02

-0.013

0.766

0.018

Mat_02

0.265

0.770

0.396

Mat_03

-0.100

0.699

0.110

Mat_03

0.200

0.719

0.411

Mat_04

-0.032

0.842

-0.156

Mat_04

0.185

0.752

0.250

Mat_05

0.081

0.751

-0.031

Mat_05

0.329

0.764

0.387

Soc_01

0.690

-0.040

0.051

Soc_01

0.702

0.228

0.375

Soc_02

0.756

-0.100

-0.048

Soc_02

0.697

0.141

0.279

Soc_03

0.896

-0.061

-0.143

Soc_03

0.803

0.181

0.273

Soc_04

0.783

0.013

-0.015

Soc_04

0.781

0.281

0.383

Soc_05

0.446

0.057

0.347

Soc_05

0.638

0.387

0.597

Soc_06

0.576

0.182

-0.034

Soc_06

0.623

0.367

0.344

Soc_07

0.483

-0.026

0.183

Soc_07

0.565

0.236

0.411

Soc_08

0.681

0.057

0.012

Soc_08

0.707

0.302

0.380

Note. Bold values in the pattern matrix indicate acceptable factor loadings (loading > 0.60) as reported in
the simplified structure. Bold values in the structure matrix indicate significant factor loadings (values >
0.50) before simplification of the structure.
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4.3.3 Study 2c: Evaluation of the Re-specified Model
The steps taken to assess the initial 17-item scale for family legacy orientation in Studies
2a and 2b were repeated for the revised 13-item scale in Study 2c. Internal consistency of the
retained items and subscales was tested by performing a reliability analysis on the groups of
items in SPSS version 26. The Cronbach’s alpha for the retained 4-item biological legacy
orientation subscale is 0.825. The inter-item and corrected item-total correlations for the
biological legacy orientation subscale were all adequate ranging from 0.496 to 0.616 for the
inter-item and 0.622 to 0.680 for the item-total correlations. The Cronbach’s alpha for the
retained 4-item material legacy orientation subscale is 0.834. The inter-item and corrected itemtotal correlations for the material legacy orientation subscale were all adequate ranging from
0.491 to 0.613 for the inter-item and 0.643 to 0.673 for the item-total correlations. The
Cronbach’s alpha for the retained 5-item social legacy orientation subscale is 0.856. The interitem and corrected item-total correlations for the social legacy orientation subscale were all
adequate ranging from 0.450 to 0.661 for the inter-item and 0.629 to 0.724 for the item-total
correlations. The reliability analysis provides initial evidence of reliability for the proposed 13item family legacy orientation model.
A principal axis factor analysis with a promax rotation and eigenvalue of 1 criterion for
retaining factors was conducted on the revised 13-item scale for family legacy orientation
(Figure 4.1). Prior to performing factor analysis, the distribution of values was first examined for
adequacy using the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measure for sampling adequacy. The Bartlett test of
sphericity was also utilized to check that the data were acceptable for factor analysis. Both values
were acceptable with the KMO = .831 and Bartlett significance level less than .05 thus providing
evidence that factor analysis is appropriate to use on the data. The results of the principal axis
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factor analysis performed on the revised measurement model again provide support for the
theorized three factor structure. The results demonstrate that the items are converging on the
same single factor for each of the three theorized sub-dimensions that the items are proposed to
capture. Additionally, the results indicate an improvement over the 17-item measurement with
65% of the variance now being explained by the three-factor solution, each item having a
significant communality associated with it, and no issues within the pattern or structure matrixes.
The factor loadings as interpreted by the pattern matrix along with the communalities of
the items are presented in Table 4.4. These results provide adequate evidence supporting the
validity of the proposed three factor theoretical structure for family legacy orientation and the
13-item measurement tool. Accordingly, the 13-item measurement model shown in Figure 4.1
will be used in subsequent analyses. A rigorous scale development process has been followed
resulting in a 13-item proposed measurement model that captures the three domains of family
legacy orientation.
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Figure 4.1

Proposed 13-Item Measurement Model for Family Legacy Orientation
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Table 4.5

Factor Loadings of the Retained 13 Item Measurement for Family Legacy
Orientation
Factor Loadings and Communalities
Items

Bio_03

1

2

3

h2

-0.025

-0.135

0.859

0.631

0.023

-0.038

0.762

0.570

0.056

0.137

0.606

0.501

-0.031

0.105

0.699

0.549

-0.002

0.727

0.027

0.547

-0.070

0.718

0.114

0.575

-0.023

0.862

-0.142

0.639

Mat_05

Family genes are passed on through
children.
Maintaining the unity of genetically related
family members.
Supporting flesh and blood members of the
family.
Maintaining some genetically related family
members.
Conserving financial wealth to leave to
family members.
Leaving material belongings to members of
the family.
Members of my family leave their land
property to another member or members of
the family when they pass away.
Financial success of family members.

0.080

0.692

0.017

0.529

Soc_01

Creating new family memories.

0.709

0.005

0.063

0.547

Soc_02

Reliving old family memories.

0.733

-0.084

-0.012

0.503

Soc_03

Sharing stories with my family.

0.840

-0.042

-0.093

0.632

Soc_04

Supporting members of the family through
advice.
Maintaining the unity of the family by
spending time together.

0.781

0.044

0.028

0.652

0.658

0.086

0.047

0.504

Bio_05
Bio_06
Bio_07
Mat_02
Mat_03
Mat_04

Soc_08

Note:
Bolded factor loadings indicate which factor the item loaded onto.

4.3.4 Study 2 Discussion
The previous sections have contributed to the literature by developing and proposing a
measurement tool for family legacy orientation based on theory. Theory guided the development
process and played a critical role in the development of the scale for family legacy orientation.
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As such, the initial evidence provided in Studies 2a, 2b, and 2c indicate support for Hypotheses
1-4. An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on data collected from a preliminary sample
in Study 2a and Study 2b. The results of the studies provide initial empirical support for the
theoretical structure of family legacy orientation and that the proposed scale may be a valid and
reliable tool for capturing FLO. However, the first 2 studies also highlighted areas of the
measurement that could be improved. The measurement model was refined and re-specified for
additional analyses in Study 2c. Study 2c provided additional evidence supporting the theoretical
model for FLO and provide a strong underlying basis from which to continue testing theory
using the proposed 13-item measurement model. Building on this foundation, the resulting model
from Study 2 was used as the CFA measurement model for family legacy orientation in the main
study. Specifically, the proposed measurement model was administered to a new sample and the
relevant data analyzed using confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modeling. The
results of these analyses are presented below.
4.4 Scale Validation Via New Sample
A survey including the pool of 13 retained items from Study 2 along with items
measuring other relevant variables of interest was administered to a new sample. The
questionnaires consisting of the proposed items, measured on 5-point Likert-type scales, for
family legacy orientation were distributed to undergraduate students who were enrolled in
sections of a management course within the College of Business at a State University in the
southern United States. The surveys were administered electronically using SurveyMonkey.com.
Participants were offered a small incentive in the form of extra credit points for the class they
were enrolled if they chose to participate in the research. Initially, 244 responses were received,
but 19 of those were eliminated from the study for either failing the attention check question or
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for survey incompleteness. The final sample size for this study was n=225 which was considered
adequate based on the guideline that at least two hundred completed questionnaires (n=200)
would be ideal for running the confirmatory factor analysis on the data (Hinkin, 2005). The
confirmatory factor analysis was performed in Stata version 16.1.
4.4.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
In the previous study, exploratory factor analysis and reliability tests were conducted to
assess the effectiveness of the developed items and refine the scale so that the final set of items
represents a parsimonious and simple solution for capturing family legacy orientation. After
underlying structure was confirmed and the problematic items were removed from the scale, a
new round of data was collected to be used as a confirmatory sample. To validate the family
legacy orientation scale, Stata version 16.1 was used to perform a confirmatory factor analysis on
the new sample data. Prior to performing factor analysis, the distribution of values was first
examined for adequacy using the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measure for sampling adequacy. The
Bartlett test of sphericity was also utilized to check that the data were acceptable for factor
analysis. Both values were acceptable with the KMO = .876 and Bartlett significance level at less
than .05 thus providing evidence that factor analysis is appropriate to use on the data.
One of the goals of this study is to test whether the scale items are structurally consistent
with the existing theory. To assess the appropriateness of the proposed measurement model,
model fit statistics were examined to determine how well the model and data fit. Each model fit
statistic has advantages and disadvantages when assessing the fit between a model and the data.
Therefore, it is recommended to use several indices in the evaluation of model fit so that the
researcher can get a more holistic understanding of how well their model has performed.
Reporting multiple fit statistics is also helpful for reviewers as their inclusion adds clarity and
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can improve the legitimacy of the claims made by the researcher. In assessing the model fit, the
current research examines and reports several goodness-of-fit statistics that are widely accepted
in the research as appropriate. These statistics are reported for the proposed 13-item
measurement model along with several alternative models.
4.4.1.1 Initial Assessment of Model Fit
The model fit indices reported and used to compare the different models are the (1)
relative χ2 which is determined as the χ2 to degrees of freedom ratio (χ2 / df). The relative chisquare overcomes some of the flaws of the traditional chi-square test and is preferred by many
researchers as an appropriate of model fit statistic. Kline’s (1998) criteria for acceptable fit of (χ2
/ df) less than 3 was used to interpret the results of this statistic. (2) The Tucker-Lewis Index
(TLI) also called the non-normed fit index is a commonly reported fit statistic. TLI values greater
than .90 were considered evidence of acceptable model fit. (3) The comparative fit index (CFI)
which compares the covariance matrix predicted by the model being investigated to the observed
covariance matrix of the null model. The model was assessed as demonstrating adequate model
fit at CFI values greater than .90. (4) Another commonly reported statistic of model fit, the root
mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) was used to determine “badness-of-fit” with
lower values (RMSEA less than 0.06) representing excellent fit, moderate values (RMSEA
between 0.06 and 0.08) demonstrating adequate model fit, and RMSEA values greater than 0.08
reflecting poor model fit. Lastly, the standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) was
assessed as evidence of adequate fit being supported at SRMR less than 0.08.
The proposed measurement model showed good fit with χ2/df = 2.02, TLI = 0.937, CFI =
0.95, RMSEA = 0.067, and SRMR = 0.057. With each of the goodness-of-fit statistics
supporting the fit of the measurement model with the data, the results of the goodness-of-fit tests
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provide support for the proposed 3-factor measurement model of FLO. Additional support for the
proposed measurement model is evidenced by the lack of fit for each of the alternative models.
The results of the goodness-of-fit tests are presented in Table 4.5.
Table 4.6
Model
3-Factor
2-Factor A
2-Factor B
2-Factor C
1-Factor

The values of fit statistic tests across different factor models for the family legacy
orientation scale
χ2
124.95***
257.621***
299.357***
274.590***
419.35***

df
62
64
64
64
65

χ2/df
2.02
4.03
4.68
4.29
6.45

TLI
0.937
0.812
0.771
0.795
0.661

CFI
0.950
0.845
0.812
0.832
0.717

RMSEA SRMR
0.067
0.057
0.116
0.076
0.128
0.093
0.121
0.090
0.156
0.104

Notes:
(1) N=225
(2) The 2-Factor models comprised of the 13 items used to measure family legacy orientation with various
combinations of factor structures (e.g., the 2 factors in model A were BioMat and Social).
(3) ***p < 0.000

Once the model fit had been initially evaluated, the quality of the model was further
assessed by examining the modification indices. Large modification index values for the path
estimates between items indicate that there is error shared between two items that is not
associated with the construct that the items are meant to measure and that the model fit would be
improved by specifying that path in the measurement model. The criteria used to determine
problematic modification indices was MI values greater than 10. In total, there were three
modification index values greater than 10 and each was associated with error terms of two items
within the same subscale tending to covary. From largest to smallest they were (1)
cov(e.Mat_03,e.Mat_04) = 13.793, (2) cov(e.Soc_02, e.Soc_03) = 12.434, and (3)
cov(e.Mat_04,eMat_05) = 12.381. Since none of the problematic modification index values were
between items of different subscales and the values were moderate, and the goodness-of-fit test
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for the measurement model has substantial support, the decision was made not to make changes
to the measurement model.
4.4.1.2 Reliability, Convergent and Discriminant Validity
Item and construct level evaluations were conducted by evaluating a variety of measures.
The standardized factor loadings are used and interpreted as estimates of the correlation between
an item and its factor. Standardized factor loadings greater than 0.60 provide evidence of
convergent validity (Debicki et al., 2016). As shown in Table 4.6 all items meet the criteria for
acceptable standardized factor loadings. With factor loading all above 0.60 and ranging from
0.62 to 0.87, the results provide evidence of convergent validity. The reliability of each of the
constructs was assessed by calculating the composite (Rho) reliability using the results of the
CFA. Support for the reliability of each of the constructs is demonstrated at composite reliability
scores greater than 0.70. The tests of reliability provide evidence in support of each of the three
proposed sub-scales as each have a composite reliability value greater than 0.70. The composite
reliability for biological legacy orientation is 0.81, material legacy orientation is 0.80, and social
legacy orientation has a composite reliability score of 0.87.
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Table 4.7

Results of confirmatory factor and reliability analysis
Standardized
Factor
Loadings

Family legacy orientation items
Biological
−
−
−
−

Family genes are passed on through children.
Maintaining the unity of genetically related family members.
Supporting flesh and blood members of the family.
Maintaining some genetically related family members.

Material

(=0.81)
0.63
0.86
0.64
0.74
(=0.80)

− Conserving financial wealth to leave to family members.
− Leaving material belongings to members of the family.
− Members of my family leave their land property to another member or
members of the family when they pass away.
− Financial success of family members.
Social

0.70
0.80
0.71
0.62
(=0.87)

− Creating new family memories.
− Reliving old family memories.
− Sharing stories with my family.
− Supporting members of the family through advice.
− Maintaining the unity of the family by spending time together.
Model fit statistics:
χ2/df = 2.02, TLI = .937, CFI = .950, RMSEA = .067, SRMR = .057
Note:  = composite reliability

0.75
0.73
0.87
0.70
0.72

Convergent and discriminant validity has been further assessed using the Fornell and
Larker (1981) method of assessment. The average variance extracted (AVE) and composite
reliability score for the constructs were calculated along with the correlations between the
measured factors and are reported in Table 4.7. The AVE for the biological legacy orientation is
0.523, 0.503 for material legacy orientation, and 0.569 for social legacy orientation. The AVE
values all exceed the adequate threshold of 0.50 which indicates that the items have convergent
validity onto the constructs. To assess discriminant validity, the shared variance between the
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factors was calculated by squaring each of the factor correlations. The resulting values for each
of the squared correlations between constructs was less than the AVE for each construct which
indicates support for discriminant validity.
Table 4.8

AVE and intercorrelation of constructs
Intercorrelation of constructs and squared correlations of
constructs

Biological
Material
Social

AVE
0.523
0.503
0.569

Biological
1.000
0.566
0.563

Material
0.321
1.000
0.579

Social
0.318
0.335
1.000

Note:
Bold numbers are the intercorrelation of constructs and italicized numbers are the squared
intercorrelation of constructs.

4.4.2 Structural Equation Modeling
The pretest evaluations, EFAs, CFAs, and internal reliability assessments provided
evidence that the proposed scale for family legacy orientation shows content and basic construct
validity. To further demonstrate the validity of the proposed scale, additional forms of validity
should be assessed. Specifically, as noted by Hinkin (1998), additional “evidence of construct
validity can be accomplished by examining the extent to which the scales correlate with other
measures designed to assess similar constructs” (p.116). To further assess the validity of the
proposed measure for FLO the relationships between FLO and similar constructs have been
examined using SEM. Measures for family collectivism, family harmony, and the three
dimensions of family internal social capital were included in the main study. The correlations
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between the proposed domains of family legacy orientation and each of the similar constructs are
presented in Table 4.8.
Table 4.9

Correlations between family legacy orientation dimensions and related constructs.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

FLO - Biological

1.00

2

FLO - Material

.566

1.00

3

FLO - Social

.563

.579

1.00

4

Family Collectivism

.459

.270

.330

1.00

5

Family Harmony

.462

.224

.499

.368

1.00

6

FISC - Structural

.307

.094

.431

.197

.760

1.00

7

FISC - Relational

.362

.204

.558

.298

.754

.862

1.00

8

FISC - Cognitive

.602

.381

.632

.558

.777

.719

.779

8

1.00

Notes:
(1) N=225
(2) All relationships significant at p < 0.05

4.4.2.1 Criterion validity
The relationships between the dimensions of family legacy orientation and similar
measures were all significant and provide evidence of criterion validity. Although the
specification of specific hypotheses relating to the relationships fell outside of the primary scope
of the dissertation, the results support the previously untested notion that material and social
resources are embedded within a family legacy and that members cooperatively engage in
activities related to their family legacy. For example, the results indicate very strong support that
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there is significant overlap in the cognitive dimension of family internal social capital (FISC) and
family legacy orientation. Specifically, the components of family legacy orientation that most
highly correlated with the FISC measures were biological and social. These results indicate that
the levels of cooperation and trust amongst family members, as captured by the cognitive
dimension of FISC, will likely impact the relationships between FLO and relevant outcomes to
the extent that the FISC supports the family’s ability to pursue a family legacy through conscious
and purposeful efforts. Biological legacy orientation had a correlation of at least .31 with every
other measure, correlating extremely well with the cognitive dimension of FISC (.602). Social
legacy orientation had a range of correlations from .330 with family collectivism to .632 with the
cognitive dimension of family internal social capital. The highest correlation between material
legacy orientation and one of the other measures was also with the cognitive dimension of family
internal social capital. These findings empirically support the theoretical framework discussed in
the dissertation.
4.5 Chapter Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to present the empirical results of the statistical analyses
of the data that were conducted to test the hypotheses developed in Chapter III. The results of the
statistical analyses provide evidence in support of the theoretical model of FLO in that the FLO
construct is reflected in the three sub-domains of biological, material, and social legacy
orientation. Furthermore, the results provide evidence that the measurement for FLO that has
been developed and proposed in the current dissertation is valid in content, appropriate, and
reliable. The results provide strong evidence that the research conducted in this dissertation
makes significant contributions to the literature. Some of the contributions made include
advancing our theoretical understanding of phenomena associated with family legacy,
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developing and validating a measurement tool for the FLO construct to be used in future
research, being the first project to empirically test the three factor structure of FLO, and taking
the first steps towards a holistic theory of family legacy for family business research by
empirically testing specific parts of the nomological network associated with the FLO construct.
While the research conducted in this dissertation represents a huge move forward in our
understanding of family legacy, there is plenty of work still to be done before a complete theory
of family legacy is established in the literature. The implications of the results of the statistical
analyses presented in Chapter IV along with some of the limitations associated with or that were
constraining factors on the research conducted for this dissertation will be discussed in Chapter
V. Additionally, examples of potential research opportunities made available by the validation of
the FLO measurement tool are discussed in the proceeding sections.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
5.1 Chapter Overview
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a discussion based on the support for the
theoretical developments and contributions made by the dissertation as evidenced by the results
of the statistical analyses conducted in Chapter IV. Specific discussions on the implications that
the validation of the FLO scale has for our understanding and future research on family
businesses are provided below. There are many directions for future research and numerous
opportunities for the use of the FLO scale in studies on family business. The below discussions
do not provide an exhaustive list of the possibilities for using the FLO measurement, but rather
provide examples of some potential opportunities for future research to expand on the
contributions made by the dissertation which is an important step for further guiding the
development of theory. Chapter V is organized in the following sections: discussion of research
questions, contributions of the dissertation, practical and theoretical implications of the results,
limitations of the dissertation followed by a description for a future research project that would
address the limitations, and the dissertation closes with the Chapter V conclusion.
5.2 Discussion of Research Questions and Hypotheses
The goals of this dissertation, as outlined in Chapter I, are focused on furthering the
theory development and refinement of a legacy perspective through a multi-level theoretical
approach that explores the precursors of the group level family legacy construct. Resulting from
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the reviews in Chapters I and II, Chapter III presents the research design of the dissertation
studies. Guided by the theoretical development in the preceding chapters, the results presented in
Chapter IV provide evidence that the dissertation advances theory and our understanding of the
subject by developing and empirically validating a scale for measuring FLO. This dissertation
responds to calls for researchers to further explore the theoretical framework of family legacy
presented by Hammond et al. (2016) and to develop a valid measurement for the FLO construct
(Rutherford & Kuratko, 2016). In the pursuit of these goals, the dissertation has answered the
calls for research and has succeeded in advancing theory by developing and empirically
validating a measurement instrument for FLO. As a guide towards the development and
validation of the multi-factor model for measuring the FLO construct, Chapter I presented three
research questions that directed the studies and analyses conducted as part of this dissertation.
The first research question – what is the theoretical domain of the family legacy
orientation construct? – considered the phenomenon of family legacy from a multi-level
theoretical lens resulting in an expansive review of the literature to explore the sources of family
legacy and ultimately present a conceptualization for the domain of FLO as justified by theory.
Chapter I presented an overview of key theoretical concepts and definitions that were used
throughout the dissertation. Building on Chapter I, Chapter II provided in-depth discussions
through a review of the relevant literature regarding the first research question and discussed the
overall theoretical mechanisms and models that have been used to explain the legacy framework
in past research. Chapter II then presented the specific three factor structure for FLO that has
been argued conceptually in the extant literature on family legacy. Empirically the model
remains untested in the literature; a gap in the research that the dissertation fills (Hammond et al.,
2016). In pursuit of an answer for the first research question, the literature review presented in
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Chapter II provided the theoretical expectations along with the foundation for developing the set
of hypotheses presented in Chapter III that were then empirically tested in Chapter IV of the
dissertation.
The second research question – What is an appropriate way to measure the FLO
construct and what are the appropriate steps for developing and empirically validating a
measure for FLO? – established the research imperatives of this dissertation as a multi-study
scale development project meant to expand and empirically test our knowledge of the underlying
theoretical nature of FLO and provide researchers with a valid measurement tool to use in future
research. Chapter III outlines the research design of the dissertation based on commonly
accepted best practices for the development and validation of measurement scales (e.g., Hinkin,
1998). The studies designed and used in the dissertation for answering the second research
question emphasized a careful consideration and examination of the content, construct, and
criterion-related validity of the FLO construct.
The third research question – Is the proposed multi-factor structure of family legacy
orientation supported by the empirical validation of the proposed measurement model? –
extended the contributions of the dissertation by empirically confirming the underlying
theoretical structure of FLO through the development and validation of an appropriate
measurement instrument. Chapter IV of the dissertation presents the results of the scale
development procedures and provides empirical support that the proposed three-factor structure
is a valid and appropriate model for FLO (Hypothesis 1 supported), that the 13-item scale
developed in the dissertation is a valid and reliable tool for capturing FLO, that the model of
FLO and each of the three specific factors is appropriate and valid (Hypotheses 2-4 supported),
and that the FLO construct is related to theoretically similar constructs (e.g., family internal
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social capital) thus providing initial empirical evidence of the nomological network for FLO in
relation to some theoretical correlates of the construct.
5.3 Contributions of Dissertation
The research conducted and presented within this dissertation makes several substantial
contributions to the literature. First, and guided by the extant research, Chapter II of the
dissertation advances theory by providing a comprehensive review of the appropriate literature
and extending our understanding of family legacy, FLO, and the processes associated with the
family legacy perspective beyond what currently exists in the literature on the subject. In finding
and addressing the research gaps, the information presented in the dissertation contributes to the
development of theory by providing research critical to the general understanding of family
legacy and the associated processes of building, maintaining, and transferring family legacy.
Specifically, the dissertation enhances the conceptual clarity related to what constitutes the
domain of legacy and specifies the construct as multidimensional which previous literature
somewhat reflects but does not acknowledge.
In addition to making contributions to our understanding of family legacy from a broad
theoretical standpoint, the second contribution of the dissertation is made by theoretically
developing and exploring the underlying structure of the FLO construct. A deeper understanding
of FLO may provide researchers and family managers alike additional insights into how family
firms can develop legacy strategies that could help them gain a competitive advantage over their
non-family counterparts (Barney, 1991; Sharma & Manikutty, 2005, Zellweger & Astrachan,
2008). For example, leveraging the stability inherent in the dynastic ownership structure of a
family business across time could help a family business attract and maintain customers,
suppliers, and/or other business partners who value certainty. A careful review of the literature
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was presented in Chapter II providing theoretical support for the appropriateness of a three-factor
measurement model for capturing FLO. Guided by the theoretical development, the second
contribution of the dissertation is conceptually demonstrated in the resulting three-factor model
that is proposed in the dissertation. The proposed model provides a method to examine the
theoretical structure of FLO though an alternative approach which was not explicitly considered
by Hammond et al. (2016).
The third major contribution of the dissertation is made though the empirical testing and
validation of the FLO scale. A valid and reliable measurement tool for capturing FLO will allow
researchers to begin the theoretical testing of the legacy perspective within the specific context of
family firms. Validating the measurement tool for FLO was necessary for testing the underlying
framework presented by Hammond et al. (2016) and in doing so, the dissertation contributes to
the advancement of the legacy perspective. The dissertation provides initial theoretical and
empirical evidence supporting the appropriateness of a three-factor approach for categorizing
and capturing the shared intentions and preferences a family has towards its legacy via the FLO
measurement instrument. In developing and validating the FLO scale, the dissertation provides a
means for further theorizing and empirically testing hypotheses associated with family legacy. In
this regard, the FLO scale should provide researchers with a valuable tool for exploring the
impact of legacy related behavior on firm outcomes.
The dissertation contributes to the research by providing the inaugural series of studies in
which a scale measurement for the FLO construct, as first presented by Hammond et al. (2016),
was further developed for operationalization, validated, and empirically investigated. The
validated scale for FLO will allow direct tests of several hypotheses related to the family firm.
For example, researchers can use the scale to examine the extent to which the behaviors
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associated with the family legacy, as captured by FLO, may influence family firms regarding key
decisions such as strategies related to managerial and ownership succession. The research
presented in this dissertation expands theory by developing and presenting cohesive reviews and
discussions on concepts associated with family legacy. The nature of the FLO construct was
discussed from the perspective of the mechanisms and processes embedded within the social
exchange network of the family. A scale measurement of FLO was developed and then validated
through a series of studies. There are several theoretical as well as practical implications of the
results presented in the dissertation. Some of the salient implications form the dissertation are
discussed in the next section.
5.3.1 Theoretical and Practical Implications
While the focus of the dissertation was on the family exchange network and thus family
legacy, the implications of the research also extend to general legacy research and the results of
the dissertation have important theoretical implications from both a general legacy standpoint
and a family legacy perspective. First, the dissertation extends our understanding of the
processes and mechanisms involved in the transmission, maintenance, and growth of legacy in
general. The theorizing in the dissertation presents a framework for conceptualizing legacy
related behaviors as they occur within social exchange networks. The perspective on legacy
presented in the dissertation provides researchers with a conceptual map for developing and
testing hypotheses associated with legacy. In addition, the dissertation provides the initial
development for studies on legacy exchange networks. The implication of the dissertation is that
members of legacy exchange networks may not adhere to traditional notions of the norm of
reciprocity in that the expectation may be for the reciprocation of an action to benefit the group
(i.e., legacy exchange network) and not the individual. Thus, the reciprocity behaviors in a
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legacy exchange network would be similar to deviant behavior in some studies on justice
perceptions in that the target of an individual’s behavior is nested at a higher level of analysis
(Colquit, 2012).
By presenting legacy as an inherently group level phenomenon that is influenced by
actors within a salient social exchange network, the dissertation provides an initial guide for
identifying, categorizing, and capturing the influences of legacy reflected by group member
perceptions of behavior via the legacy orientation construct. Researchers could use the
framework presented in the dissertation to examine legacy by identifying members of the social
exchange network where the behaviors associated with transferring, maintaining, and growing
the legacy is occurring and then adapting the proposed FLO scale to examine the perceptions of
the individuals with respect to the legacy.
As mentioned in Chapter II of the dissertation, perceptions of entitativity may be useful
for researchers in identifying the salience of the exchange networks as perceived by the
individual members. Capturing perceptions of entitativity may be critical when conducting
research in contexts where assumptions of group membership cannot be as safely made as in the
case of families. The work presented in this dissertation would imply that it is likely for high
perceptions of entitativity combined with high levels of identification with said entity to
positively correspond to the levels of legacy related behaviors within the exchange network
associated with the entity. The researcher recognizes that the dissertation likely has additional
implications for general legacy research. However, the primary focus of the dissertation was on
family legacy and how family legacy may influence family owned businesses. Thus, the
implications of the dissertation on family legacy research within the context of family businesses
are discussed next.
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Results of the analysis conducted in Chapter IV yielded support for Hypothesis 1, which
conceptualized FLO as a higher-order construct accounting for multiple seemingly distinct but
related factors associated with family legacy. While not explicitly stated in Hypothesis 1, the
expectation of the researcher was for the findings to confirm the theoretical framework discussed
throughout the dissertation and that FLO would account for both economic and non-economic
factors. The results of the analyses were in line with the researcher’s expectations and confirmed
the established theory as demonstrated by the emergence of a three-factor underlying solution for
FLO. Evidence of the appropriateness of a three-factor model for FLO was assessed using
multiple goodness-of-fit statistics. Significant values for χ2/df, TLI, CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR
each provide evidence of good model fit between the proposed model and the data. Additionally,
and using the same goodness-of-fit statistics, the proposed model was found to be superior in
comparison to several competing models. The results of the comparisons further support the
proposed three-factor model and provided strong justification for its use. The support for
Hypothesis 1 reported in this dissertation serves as empirical evidence supporting the notion that
FLO accounts for multiple distinct yet related underlying factors thus confirming the
dissertation’s expansion to the theoretical framework initially presented by Hammond et al.
(2016). The primary implication of these results is on how researchers should conceptualize
family legacy, develop their assumptions, present and test hypotheses in future studies on family
legacy in family business research. In addition to the overall theoretical implications the support
for Hypothesis 1 has for future research, the findings of the analyses used to test Hypotheses 2-4
also have significant implications for future studies on legacy in family business research.
The empirical findings presented in Chapter IV are in line with Hypotheses 2-4 and the
results provide a strong foundation to support the development of a comprehensive and nuanced
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understanding of family legacy as it applies to family businesses. The results of the reliability
analyses, exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and structural equation
modeling all provide support for Hypotheses 2-4 which are each focused on validating a specific
sub-domain of FLO. Support for the hypotheses resulted from the development, validation, and
empirical testing of the FLO scale and by examining the properties of each of the subscales
meant to capture the specific categories of FLO. The sub-domains of biological, material, and
social legacy orientation were each shown to be distinct from one another while also related in
that they are all accounted for by the overall FLO construct. The process of developing and
validating FLO as reflected in the sub-scales for the three specific categories of family legacy
orientation – biological, material, and social – should have a major impact on future research.
The sub-scales of the overall FLO measure will allow researchers to account for and
capture a nuanced level of specificity of family preference and intentions with respect to their
legacy goals and how they may impact strategic decision-making and firm outcomes. For
example, when a family has a strong preference for a biological legacy, the firm may limit the
pool of possible talent for key firm positions, to protect biological heirs. Alternatively, when
biological legacy is not as strongly preferred, the family firm may be willing to make selections
based on the skills and abilities of the individuals being considered regardless of their biological
relationship to the family. These types of strategic decisions based on the family’s legacy goals
have often been assumed but not directly linked to a specific motivation, nor have they been
tested in the extant research on family firms. The FLO scale allows for testing of these
assumptions. Using the FLO measurement developed and validated in this dissertation could
help researchers in identifying and capturing unique patterns of strategic decision-making in
family firms that emerge as a result of the family’s desire and ability to use the firm in pursuing
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their legacy goals, further distinguishing family owned businesses from their non-family owned
counterparts.
Perhaps significant both practically and theoretically, the final major implication of the
dissertation to be discussed is the potential paradigm shifting effect that adopting the legacy
framework could have on family business research. Specifically, many family business scholars
posit that the pursuit of non-economic goals is one of, if not, the most critical factor
distinguishing a family owned business as a unique entity (Berrone, Cruz, & Gomez-Mejia,
2012). Citing the insufficient explanatory power of traditional organizational paradigms where
economic instrumentality is a central concern for decision making, a socioemotional wealth
approach was developed my family business scholars and has been widely accepted as the
dominant paradigm for studying family businesses. A major tenant of the SEW perspective is
that family firms “are motivated by, and committed, to the preservation of their SEW, referring
to nonfinancial aspects or ‘affective endowments’ of family owners” (Berrone et al., 2012; p
259). Thus, the SEW approach assumes that decisions in family firms are made with the family’s
SEW as the frame of reference and that this emphasis on non-economic instrumentality
distinguishes a family business as a unique type of organization.
While the motivation and commitment to preserving SEW via organizational strategies is
likely a situation unique to family businesses, the SEW approach is not theoretically robust
enough to provide researchers with a complete paradigm for understanding family businesses.
For example, by defining a family firm in terms of their emphasis on non-economic SEW
pursuits over economic goals, the SEW approach prevents any meaningful discussions on the
family business as it emerges from a non-existent state. The SEW framework gets conceptually
problematic when considering that economic goals in the form of creating an organization for the
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family to own had to be pursued prior to there being an organization for the family to then use to
pursue non-economic goals. It is the opinion of the researcher that the primary limitation of the
SEW framework is that it requires assumptions that greatly underestimate the importance of
economic factors to decision makers in family firms. The framework posits that SEW will be
pursued even at the expense of the financial well-being of the organization which would imply
that decision makers in a family owned business grossly overlook the critical factor (i.e.,
ownership) that is enabling their pursuit of SEW. Why would a family even start a for-profit
business if economic considerations are not of importance? A major implication of the
dissertation is that the family legacy approach for studying family businesses overcomes the
limitations of the SEW framework while maintaining the strengths of the approach.
In this dissertation, family legacy orientation is proposed to influence intergenerational
decision making and strategies. The concern of the family to preserve or grow their legacy will
likely be present regardless of the decisions to be made. To the extent this assumption is true, the
implication is that using a legacy perspective may prove to be a more powerful and useful
concept than socioemotional wealth as the legacy concept allows for examination and
explanation of both economic and non-economic goals. Thus, the concepts associated with SEW
may fit within the framework of the legacy concept. Specifically, aspirations for maintaining a
family legacy precede the creation of a family business and are therefore not likely to be
superseded by SEW, or, “the collective set of nonfinancial utilities experienced by family
owners” (Gomez-Mejia, Patel, & Zellweger; 2018) but rather a family pursuing a legacy by
creating a firm results in SEW outcomes. As such, dimensions of SEW would mostly fall within
the family’s social legacy. Studying family businesses as a means for enabling families to pursue
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their legacy goals associated with each of three forms (i.e., biological, social, and material)
would shift the dominant paradigm in family business research.
At the very least the findings of the dissertation provide initial evidence of agreement
between the theoretical development and conceptual development of a family legacy model that
could have an enormous impact on the field of family business research. That being said, there is
considerable development required to fully understand the extent of the connection between a
family’s legacy concerns and the impact those concerns have on the family’s business. Such
developments serve to further legitimize the family legacy framework presented in this
dissertation and are necessary to advance theory towards a holistic understanding of family
legacy in the field of family business research. In a family business context, additional research
is necessary to fully understand perspectives of family businesses as unique vehicles for pursuing
the goals associated with family legacy and what specific impacts the relationship has. Examples
of some potentially fruitful future research areas along with some of the limitations of the
dissertation are discussed in the next section.
5.3.2 Limitations and Future Research
This dissertation serves to build on the existing research by expanding the theoretical
understanding of the family legacy framework for use in family business research. Through the
development and validation of the FLO measurement instrument the dissertation answers calls
from the research, provides empirical support for the theoretical arguments presented, and makes
several contributions to the literature. While the dissertation represents an important step forward
in our theoretical understanding of family legacy as it impacts family owned businesses, the
dissertation is not without limitations. Discussed below are three of the most significant
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limitations of the dissertation as identified by the researcher and a brief proposal for a future
research project that could overcome the limitations.
While the underlying structure of the guiding theoretical framework was confirmed
through the validation of the FLO measurement, the multi-level nature of the processes
associated with family legacy remains partially untested in the dissertation. One way to
overcome this limitation would be to conduct a study using a referent-shift model to aggregate
responses for the FLO measurement and then empirically examine the relationships between
FLO and organizational outcomes (Chen, Mathieu, & Bliese, 2004). A longitudinal study
capturing data on family member perceptions and various firm performance metrics should
provide a researcher with a robust data set to empirically validate the multi-level arguments
implied in the dissertation.
A second limitation of the research presented in this dissertation relates to the sample
used for the analyses (i.e., college students). Although the guiding theory and subsequent
theoretical developments presented in the dissertation support the adequacy of the samples used
to validate the FLO measurement, one could argue that a sample consisting of family members
involved in a family owned business is needed. Therefore, even existing as a hypothetical
argument, the point remains a limitation of the dissertation that should be addressed in future
research. The third limitation of the dissertation is that the cross-cultural generalizability of the
arguments presented remain empirically untested. Collecting data using samples from multiple
countries would allow researchers to empirically test whether the expectation of generalizability
is met.
The first two limitations presented above are a product of circumstances rather than an
oversight in the research design. An additional study targeting a sample of family members
115

involved in a family business was planned. In addition to the measures presented in Chapter III,
data was to be collected using common measures for firm performance, socioemotional wealth,
succession plans, and strategic orientation. While this study would have further enhanced the
contributions made by the dissertation, the ability for collecting valid data became and continues
to be, at the time of this writing, an unviable option due to the Covid-19 global pandemic.
Although the global pandemic would have likely had a similar impact on a global data collection
effort, the third limitation was considered prior to data collection and left unaddressed in the
initial research design of the dissertation. Given the limited access to potential international
sample pools, the estimated amount of time that it would have taken for a cross-cultural data
collection effort was considered too high and left for future research. A brief proposal for a
future research project that could address each of the identified limitations while also providing a
valuable contribution to the knowledge and understanding of family owned businesses during a
critical process (i.e., succession) is presented below.
Managerial succession is an important topic in family business research given that a high
percentage of family firms often fail during, or soon after, the transfer of firm control between
first and second generations (Davis & Harveston, 1998; De Massis, Sharma, Chua, & Chrisman,
2012; Handler, 1990, 1992; Morris, Williams, Allen, & Avila, 1997; Ward, 1997). As such,
managerial succession is a salient topic for both family business leaders as well as researchers of
family business. Although managerial succession is important to both the family and non-family
firm, the unique and deep social ties within the family firm often create special challenges for
family businesses (Arregle, Hitt, Sirmon, & Very, 2007; Cabrera-Suárez, Saa-Perez, & GarcíaAlmeida, 2001; De Massis, Chua, & Chrisman, 2008; Long & Chrisman, 2014, Mustakallio,
Autio, & Zahra, 2002). With respect to the unique social ties, research on transgenerational
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succession within a family business tends to view succession as a process that occurs over time
rather than an instantaneous phenomenon (Bjuggren & Sund, 2001; Churchill & Hatten, 1997;
Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2001; De Massis et al, 2008; Long & Chrisman, 2014). Perhaps most
relevant to the dissertation and reason why succession is an attractive topic to study with the
family legacy framework is that, in studying succession in the family firm, family business
researchers have often used multiple levels of analysis to understand the nexus of social
relationships in which family business succession is planted (Long & Chrisman, 2014; Sharma,
2004).
A sizable share of the succession research has focused on micro-level factors such as the
attributes of the incumbent(s) (De Massis et al., 2008; Long & Chrisman, 2014; Sharma,
Chrisman, Pablo, & Chua, 2001; Sharma, Chrisman, & Chua, 2003; Sharma, 2004) or the
attributes of the potential successor(s) (De Massis et al., 2008; Long & Chrisman, 2014; Sharma
& Irving, 2005; Venter, Boshoff, & Maas, 2005). For example the willingness of an able family
member (i.e. successor attributes) to take on the leadership role in the family firm is imperative
for transgenerational succession within a family business (Chrisman, Chua, & Sharma, 1998;
Sharma et al., 2003; Venter et al., 2005). However, the availability of a willing and able
successor does not guarantee transgenerational succession. If an incumbent becomes overly
attached to the firm, then his/her unwillingness to step down may cause any and all potential
successors to pursue opportunities outside of the family firm, thus causing transgenerational
succession not to occur(De Massis et al., 2008; Sharma, Chrisman, Pablo, & Chua, 2001). In
fact, “an incumbent’s inability to let go is the most cited barrier to effective succession” (De
Massis et al., 2008; p.186).
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At the meso-level of analysis, succession of the family firm has been examined through
the relationships that exist between members of a group. Research at this level of analysis has
included studies on the social ties between family members and outside stakeholders, the
relationships existing between family members only, as well as the specific dyadic relationships
such as that between an incumbent and potential successor (Arregle et al., 2007; Berrone, Cruz,
& Gomez-Mejia, 2012; Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2001; Cennamo, Berrone, Cruz, & Gomez-Mejia,
2012; De Massis et al., 2008; Kellermans & Eddleston, 2007; Kellermans, Eddleston, &
Zellweger, 2012; Long & Chrisman, 2014; Pearson, Carr, & Shaw, 2008). Cabrera-Suárez and
colleagues (2001) applied a resource-based view of the firm to examine the succession process.
The authors proposed that the deep social ties unique to family firms could provide a sustained
competitive advantage for the family firm. The authors argue that constant and direct exchanges
between generations may ensure that tacit knowledge will be transferred across these
generations, thus leading to a sustained competitive advantage (Cabrera-Suárez et al., 2001).
Other studies have focused on alternatives to transgenerational succession. There have been
several articles published discussing “ownership transfer of private family firms through internal
management buy-out (MBO) and external management buy-in (MBI) succession routes”
(Scholes, Westhead, & Burrows, 2008; p.8). Typical findings from the MBO/MBI research
indicate that trusting relationships and involvement in planning are necessary for MBO/MBI
succession to occur (Howorth, Westhead, & Wright, 2004; Scholes et al., 2008). Complimentary
to these streams of literature, researchers have also taken a macro approach to exploring
succession in the family firm.
The macro-level research tends to focus on the process of managerial succession and
how, if, and when this process may lead to a strategic advantage for the family firm (Barontino
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& Caprio, 2006; Bennedson, Nielsen, Pérez-González, & Wolfenzon, 2007; Cabrera-Suárez et
al., 2001; Dyck, Mauws, Starke, & Mischke, 2002; Lambrecht, 2005; Le Breton-Miller, Miller,
& Steier, 2004; Salvato & Corbetta, 2013) as well as corporate governance structure and the
separation of ownership and control within family firms (Ben Amar & André, 2006; Barth,
Gulbrandsen, & Schone, 2005; Bartholomeusz & Tanewski, 2006; Basco & Rodríguez, 2009;).
Bennedsen and colleagues (2007) compared firm performances of limited liability firms in
Denmark that chose either a family member CEO successor or a non-family CEO successor.
Results indicated that economic firm performance was greater for those firms that chose a nonfamily CEO for succession. Supporting the findings of Bennedsen and colleagues (2007),
Cucculelli and Micucci (2008) found that intra-family succession had negative outcomes on firm
performance. However, the authors also noted that family firms outperformed non-family firms
as long as the founder remained involved and in charge of the company (Cucculelli & Micucci,
2008). It was not until after the succession of the founder that the family firms lost their
performance advantage further highlighting the significance of the succession process in family
firms. Clearly, managerial succession is an important stream of research for those in the field of
family business. Moreover, the topic should be studied with a theoretical lens that allows
consideration at multiple levels of investigation which the family legacy framework presented in
the dissertation does.
One example of how the legacy framework could be used to investigate succession in
family firms is by conducting a longitudinal study that tests the relationships between FLO and
the dominant coalition of a family firm’s succession preferences and plans over time giving
consideration to strategically pertinent legacy artifacts in the family legacy mix. The family
legacy mix, at any given point in time, is what the family currently holds with respect to artifacts
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for each of the forms of legacy. The existing legacy mix accessible to the decision makers of a
family firm (e.g., dominant coalition) must support the preference of the family, as reflected by
FLO, before a strategic decision that pursues the family legacy goal can be implemented. That is,
before a firm may pursue a strategy focused on the preservation of a specific form of legacy, they
must first have the legacy artifact(s) needed to support the strategy. To account for whether the
legacy mix supports each of the aspects of FLO, researchers could ask participants questions that
capture whether the relevant artifact(s) needed to pursue a specific goal exist in the family legacy
mix. With respect to succession in the family firm, asking whether some member(s) of the family
are currently willing to take over the business could be a check for the biological aspect of the
legacy mix.
Further, it is assumed that any strategic decision intending to generate a gain or prevent a
loss in family legacy will be influenced by the current family legacy mix and have an impact on
the future legacy mix of the family. For example, a family firm with a preference towards
biological aspects of the legacy orientation cannot pursue an intra-family succession strategy if
there are no family members (i.e. biological legacy artifacts) to assume the managerial role(s). If
the family does not have the necessary legacy artifacts to implement a certain strategic decision,
then the dominant coalition will have to choose an alternative strategy or take an action that
increases the needed legacy and then continue. In the example above, a member of the dominant
coalition may adopt a child (i.e. biological artifact) and then pass the firm to him/her. Giving an
adopted child the family name would pair biological with social aspects of the family legacy thus
achieving a transfer of all three forms should ownership also be handed to the child. A
longitudinal study using the family legacy framework could contribute to our understanding by
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examining how decisions and FLO change over time in relation to key aspects of their legacy
mix.
It is likely that a family firm will not have one extreme preference reflected by FLO, but
rather have varying levels of high, moderate, and low desires to leave a family legacy as
reflected in each of the three forms of FLO. The brief description of a longitudinal study on
succession in family firms presented above is a single example of how future researchers can use
the family legacy framework to examine these variables over time and test their relationship to
relevant decisions. The specific example of studying succession in family firms presents an
opportunity to further the theoretical development of the legacy framework, address limitations
in the existing literature, and make a substantial contribution to the literature. At the very least,
the study would present a closer examination of the specific factors that potentially influence
changes in FLO and the legacy mixes that support them which would provide insight on when
and why specific intra-family succession strategies are chosen and when the dominant coalition
may choose not to pursue intra-family succession.
5.4 Conclusion
This dissertation develops legacy, a multi-level cross generational outcome associated
with social exchange processes. Legacy is defined as the enduring properties and influences
associated with momentary phenomena that are shared and transferred within specific networks.
Discussions presented in Chapters I and II of the dissertation works to clarify key definitions
associated with family legacy and expand upon the theoretical framework proffered by
Hammond, Pearson, and Holt (2016). The dissertation makes a theoretical contribution to the
literature by presenting the study of legacy and, thus, family legacy as being inherently multilevel in nature (Hammond, Pearson, & Holt, 2016). This dissertation follows commonly accepted
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scale development practices to propose, develop, and validate a measurement instrument for
FLO which includes sub-scales for each of the three factors accounted for by FLO. The
dissertation is the first to empirically examine the theorized structure of family legacy and is also
the first to develop and validate a scale to capture FLO as called for in the research (Rutherford
& Kuratko, 2016). The results of the analyses presented in Chapter IV confirm the theoretical
understanding of family legacy that has been presented and support that the proposed measure
for FLO is a valid and reliable tool to be used in future research in the field of family business.
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APPENDIX A
SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS
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A1. Expert Evaluations - Initial Content Assessment of Items Form
Family legacy – the enduring properties and influences of a family that continue through multigenerational exchanges of material and abstract things shared between individuals identifying
themselves as members of the same family.
Family legacy orientation – the perceptions a family has towards preserving, developing, and
transferring their family legacy through legacy artifacts.
A five-point response set will be used for the family legacy orientation scale, where 1=Very
Important and 5 = Not At All Important. Respondents will be asked to “Please indicate the
IMPORTANCE of the following behaviors in your family”
Rater Number =
Please rate the extent to which each item captures
each aspect of the construct domain.
1= Not at all
2= Slightly
3= Moderately
4=Considerably
5= Completely

1.

Supporting the physical health of family
members

2.

Preserving the family bloodline

3.

Family genes are passed on through
children

4.

Maintaining some genetically related
family members

5.

Supporting the emotional health of family
members

6.

Sick family members are provided for

7.

Maintaining the unity of genetically
related family members

8.

Supporting flesh and blood members of
the family

9.

Accumulation of financial wealth

Biological legacy
orientation refers
to the perceptions
associated with
preserving,
developing, and
transferring
legacy through
biological
objects.

10. Conserving financial wealth to leave to
family members
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Material legacy
orientation refers
to the perceptions
associated with
preserving,
developing, and
transferring
legacy through
physical, nonbiological
objects.

Social legacy
orientation refers
to the perceptions
associated with
preserving,
developing, and
transferring
legacy through
narrative objects.

Rater Number =
Please rate the extent to which each item captures
each aspect of the construct domain.
1= Not at all
2= Slightly
3= Moderately
4=Considerably
5= Completely

Biological legacy
orientation refers
to the perceptions
associated with
preserving,
developing, and
transferring
legacy through
biological
objects.

11. Leaving material belongings to members
of the family
12. Keeping the ownership of family
heirlooms within the family
13. Members of my family leave their land
property to another member or members
of the family when they pass away
14. Financial success of family members
15. Providing financial support to family
members who need it
16. Developing financially responsible family
members
17. Creating new family memories
18. Reliving old family memories
19. Sharing stories with my family
20. Supporting members of the family
through advice
21. Preserving our family’s history
22. Sharing stories about family members
who have passed away
23. Values of the family are reflected in the
behaviors of family members
24. Maintaining the unity of the family by
spending time together
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Material legacy
orientation refers
to the perceptions
associated with
preserving,
developing, and
transferring
legacy through
physical, nonbiological
objects.

Social legacy
orientation refers
to the perceptions
associated with
preserving,
developing, and
transferring
legacy through
narrative objects.

A2. Expert Evaluations - Additional Comments, Suggestions, and Feedback Form
1. Please provide any comments/suggestions you have on how to improve the family legacy
orientation scale.

2. Please list any additional questions or item suggestions that you believe may be useful in
capturing the following aspects of family legacy orientation:
Biological –

Material –

Social -
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A3. List of Items Included in Questionnaire Surveys
Identification (6 items)
1. When someone criticizes some member of the family, it feels like a personal insult.
2. I am very interested in what others think about our family.
3. When I talk about this family, I usually say “we” rather than “they”.
4. This family’s successes are my successes.
5. When someone praises a member of the family, it feels like a personal compliment.
6. If a story in the media criticized our family, I would feel embarrassed.
Family Collectivism (4 items)
1. Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for the family.
2. Individuals should stick with the family even through difficulties.
3. Family welfare is more important than individual rewards.
4. Family success is more important than individual success.
Family Harmony (4 items)
1. The family members seem to get along with each other.
2. Family members agree with each other on most issues.
3. Family members are very compatible with each other.
4. Family members almost never argue with each other.
Family Internal Social Capital (12 items, 3 dimensions)
Structural (4 items)
1. Family members engage in honest communication with one another.
2. Family members have no hidden agendas.
3. Family members willingly share information with one another.
4. Family members take advantage of their family relationships to share information.
Relational (4 items)
5. Family members have confidence in one another.
6. Family members show a great deal of integrity with each other.
7. Overall, family members trust each other.
8. Family members are usually considerate of each other’s feelings.
Cognitive (4 items)
9. Family members committed to the goals of this family.
10. There is a common purpose shared among family members.
11. Family members view themselves as partners in charting the family’s direction.
12. Family members share the same vision for the future of this family.
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Family Legacy Orientation (22 items, 3 dimensions)
Biological (7 items)
1. Supporting the physical health of family members.
2. Preserving the family bloodline.
3. Family genes are passed on through children.
4. Sick family members are provided for.
5. Maintaining the unity of genetically related family members.
6. Supporting flesh and blood members of the family.
7. Maintaining some genetically related family members.
Material (7 items)
8. Accumulation of financial wealth.
9. Conserving financial wealth to leave to family members.
10. Leaving material belongings to members of the family.
11. Members of my family leave their land property to another member or members of the
family when they pass away.
12. Financial success of family members.
13. Providing financial support to family members who need it.
14. Developing financially responsible family members.
Social (8 items)
15. Creating new family memories.
16. Reliving old family memories.
17. Sharing stories with my family.
18. Supporting members of the family through advice.
19. Preserving our family’s history.
20. Sharing stories about family members who have passed away.
21. Values of the family are reflected in the behaviors of family members.
22. Maintaining the unity of the family by spending time together.
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